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SUMMARY OF glAJOR FINDINGS BY CHAPTER

Chapter II: Data Collection

1. Despite the establishment of the Vocational Education Data
System (VEDS, there still is no complete, carefully verified,
centralized source of data for planning and evaluating federal
policy for vocational education. While VEDS has brought badly
needed standardization to the collection of data, as well as
improvements in the accuracy of repbrting, VEDS does not readily
supply much.of the information needed to analyze the. distribution
of federal VEA funds. Most serious among VEDS shortcomings is
its failure to report any informitton by eligible recipient.

2. Most states lack management infarMaiion systems sophisticated
enough,to reportreliable dam for vocational education on
an annual basis. Only a few states havefully computerized
data systems, and mast still rely on paper to transmit
substantialamounts of data. There is a strong need for
technical and financial assistance to improve states' data
management capabilities.

Chapter, III: Distribution of Federal Vocational Education Funds to
the States

3: The formula,specified by legislation for distributing VEA funds
to the states does not target funds effectively. A'state's
allocation bears no relationship' to the ,size of its vocational
educatidn program, its state and local expenditures for voca-
tional education,,the number of studwts with sp.ecial needs
enrolled in vocational education, or the economic conditions of
the state.

4. The two factors determining the distribution of VEA funds
to-the states, age distributiob of .the total population and
per capita income, direct more funds per capita to southern
and western states with relatively low rates of unemployment
and .away from%the northeastern and northCentral states with
higher rates of unemployment.

ChapterIV: Distribution Procedures Used by, States to Allocate VEA
Funds to Eligible Recipients,

The failure to resolve serious ambiguities and contradictions
In the langbage of the legislation affecting the distribution
of funds by .states to eligible recipients. has.producedmwch

-clanTusion among states as to what constitute acceptable
procedures for allocating VEA funds.

(
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6. As of 1978-79, no.state was using a funds distribution procedure
freeeof technical difficulties, arbitrary judgments, unexplained
calculations,,questionable interpretations of federal law, or
inaccurate or inappropriate data.

-

Chapter V: Patterns of Funds Distribution Within States

7. In none` of the twelve (12) states selected'for analysis was there
any systematic linear relationship between the amount of VEA
fundstallocated to. an eligible recipient and measures on the
various fadtors Congress, specified for determining the diS'tri-
bution of funds --location in an economically depressed area,
offering new programs, relative finand.al,ability, and concen-
-trations of low income families or individuals.f This finding

-* holds for both secondary and postsecondary pregrams..

At, the secondary level, seven (7) of the twelve (12) sties
studied did, On the average, direct more VEA revenues per
.student to LEAs witn below average relative financial abili4ty,
above average unemployment rates, and tbove average concentrations
of low-income'families. Ha/ever, in these states the pattern
was not consistent across LEAs.

9. At 'the postsecondary level, none of the six (6) states exami'ned
consistently allocated more VEA funds per student to eliglbie
recipients 'with abgve average unemployment rates, below average
relative'fipancial ability, and above average. concentrations .

of lo-income families. -Results.were mixed when each Of these
factors was examined ifidividually.

10. For both levels, and especially for postsecondary programs,
several of the factors specified by legislatiob and regulations
for determining the distribution of funds are not readily
measured for school districts,whose boundaries do not coincide
withmunidipal or county boundaries.

11. Even when states technically satisfied the instructions to
concentrate resources in school districts with particular
characteristics, the degree to whiCh they met these requirements
varied greatly, with some states allocating only, ten percent
morper student to districts with above average concentrations
of low-income families, while another state al..loctecl twice
as much ,per student.

12. Where some federal f4ds were allocated in accordance with the
factors specified by law, the resulting pattern of fedpral
funds was often offset by the distribution pattern of state

.and local prids,.
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Chapter VI: Funds Distribution Further'tonsidered: Services by

Function and by Client Population Served.

13. Although P.L., 94-482 specified 13 different activities on.

)1^

which states may'expend finds allocated unde Section 1,20,

on the 'average for the .U.S. .as a whole, sta es allocated

over 80 percent of these,funds for supporting on-g6ing

'4 .vocational )programs and approximately 10 percent for state

and local adrieistration.
. t.,

ti

14. With respect to the requirements that states allocate 10
percent and 20 percent of funds allocated under Subparts 2
am1'3 for programs 'serving the handicapped and disadvantaged,
respectively, few states allocated significantly more than
these minimlim:amounts, And some. allocated less.

15. States allocated substantially greater portions of federal
funds than state and local funds-to programs for the
handicapped, the disadvantaged, and students with limited

English proficiency.

16. In a survey of local education, agencies (LEAs inte'n states,

twenty percent of the'secondary LEAs and nine percentof tne.
postsecondary LEAs did not receive V.EA funds in FY 1979.
The most frequently cited reason, for not receiving funds was

insufficint staff and resources to prepare proposals:followed
by failure to appry because data requirements are too burdensome.

:17. Sixty -four percent of. secondary LEAs said they had handicapped
students mainstreamed in regular vocational programs, but only
22 percent of all secondary respondents said they incurred
excess costs for mainstreamed students. Twenty-two per-Cent

said they incurred excess costs for handicapped students
enrolled in special programs. "i

18. Eighty percent of postsecondary LEAs reported having handicapped
students mainstreamed in regular vocational programs. Thirty-

seven percent said they incurred excess costs for mainstreamed
students, and 29 percent reported excess costs for handicapped.
students in special programs,

19. Over 70 percent of secondary and 90 percent of postsecondary
LEAs had disadvantaged students participating in regular
vocational programs, but only 23 percent.and 42 percent,
respectively, incurred excess costs for these students.

20. Seventeen percent of secondary and 50 percent 6f postsecondary
LEAs said they, had vocational education students with limited
English proficiency, but only four percent and 20 percept,, ,

respectively,- said they incurred excess costs for these students.

iv
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21: In half the secondary LEAS incurring excess costs, total
federal assistancd to cover these casts was less than
$3,550 for mainstreamed handicapped students, less than
$6,000 for mainstreamed disadvantaged students, less than
$11,000 for handicapped students in special programs, lesS
than $15,000 for disadvantaged students in special prograrbs,
and less 'than $540 for students with limited English pro-.
ficiency. Compardble figures foj postsecondary were typically
two to three times-higher.

22. Twenty-two percent of secondary and 40 percent_of postsecondary
LEAs reported spending'funds to promote'sek equity. In half of

. these secondary LEAs, expenditures amounted to less-than $500.;
in half the postsecondary LEAs, expenditures were less than
$4,800.

23. ve percent' of the sec- onda'ry and 20 percent of the postsecondary
EAs.sard they had hired or,reassigned teachers- tO promote sex

equity.

24. Twenty pecent of secondary and three pdrcent of postsecondary
respondents reported that their total budget, including VEA
funds was used to maintain existing programs.

25. Thirty-eight peecent of secondary and 48 -percent of postsecondary
LEAs reportedusing at least seven percent of their total

o budget to improve programs.

Chapter VIII Program Participation and Program Offerings

26. Relative to their numbers in the larger student population,
minority students are generIlly underrepresented or pro-
portionately represented in vocational education programs at
the s"econdary level; however,-at the postsecondary level,
minority students are substantially overrepresented in se r 1-.

states.

.

27. Relative to their numbers in the larger student population,
girls are overrepresented in consumer and homemaking programs,
while boys*dominate trade and industrial programs, as well
as the largest agriculture programs. Additionally, women
'zee underrepresented in most postsecondary technical programs.

28. gelative to their numbers in the larger student population,
black students are generally overrepresented in occupational

----consumer and homemaking programs and underrepresented-in trace
.'and induStrial programs.

v



2.9. 'Relative to) their numbers-in the larger student population,

disproportionately small numbers of handicapped, disadvantaged,
and limited English proficiency students receive special services

- while enrolled in vocational education. Whether these students.
are-actually underrepresetned,in vocational education cannot..
be determined because states. )are instructed by VEDS to count
mix those students receiving special services fuhded with
VEAlionies.

30. Whenv6aational education` ro6rems were ranked -in terms of
employment opportunities and average expected wades, analysis
of programs in five states revealed that women Were cons'ite'ntly .

concentrated in programs with a large number of jobopportunites
.but with low wage expectationst A similar but considerably
weaker pattermtwas observed, for minority students enrolled in

4
vocational education.

Chapter VIII: Vocational Education in Large ities

31. During site visits to seven large cities, it'was observed
that vocatioal _education programs in-vocational high schools
or in shared-time areaschools were generally superior to hose_
in compreherisirve. high schools.

32. Access to high qualityvoCatonal education programs for
minorities; women, the handicapped, the disadvantaged, and,
students with limited Fruilich proficiency is often impeded
for at least one or more of four reasons: 7) geographic
isolation of programs, 2) limitations on program enrollments;
3) program admission requirements, and 4)'restricted job
entry.

.

33, As a general rule, VEA funds have no direct, easily identified
effects on either the quality of vocational education prqq,rams
in the_cities or the access of students with special need.
In most'cities, the federal dollar is.not distinguished
from state or local dollars. 'There are, however, notable excep-
tions, and in .both Boston,and York City, local officials
gave evidence of activities that would not have been possible
without VEA funds.

34. Local economic.conditions play a major role in determining-
.

the effectiveness of vocational education in placing students
n jobs.

k

Chapter IX: The Future Interest of the Federal Government in.Vocational
Education-

,

35..Existing federal legislation for vocational education suffers
om four major deficiencies: 1) ambiguous objectives and
effective idmiftistraion, ineffective matching requirements,

'31 excessive data collection and reporting, and 4) inadequate
coordination with other federal policy concerning education and
occuptional training., 7,
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4 CHAPTER I

. OBSERVATIONS ON VOCATIONAL. EDUCATION:
ITS NATURE AND ITS LEGISLATIVE SETTING

Vocational' education' is a national system of occupational

"Ica

training. The training offered in vocational programs is intended

\

to prepare workers for certain kinds of jobs requiring a level of',

atademfc competence up to the associate of arts degree, as granted by

community colleges, but not beyond thatelevel,' The main branches are

agriculture, industry (manufacturing and construction), distributive

trades (retailing, etc.), health occupations, office occupations, and

consumer and homemaking skills. In 1978-79 it is estimated that

17.3 million students Were enrolled'in programs subject to the 0-o-
,

visions of the Vocational Education Act of 1963 (VEA). Of this

number, 7.7 million were engaged in "occupatiopally specific programs,"

i.e., those programs designed to prepare workers for defined jobs

and trades. Total expenditure of funds on VEA.programs from federal,

state, and local government in 1979 is estimated to be Se.5 billion.
.

Vocational education is an activity of substantial size.

Over the 3/ears, vocational education has become an extraordinarily
.

.diverse set of operations. Vocational education programs are offdred

4

k

in specialized high schools,egional training centers, comprehensive

high\schools, community colleges, technical institutes, correctional

institutions, and private work plaCes. Approximately 200 occupationally

specific (.and distinct) programs are being carried forward at any one ."

time in one place or another in the country. It is possible to find 1

as many as fifty programs in a single major training institution:

Programs may extend over several years or they'may have.a length

-t
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of a few weeks.. Students maybe of any'age and academic background.

One common element iri vocational prograps, however, is that

iQstructor is expected to befskilled in the trade or craft he (she),

teaches and, if appropriate, to hold a craft or trade certificate.

On the' other hand, not all vocational*teaChers hold teaching creden. ials.

For what functional purpose does vocational e4cation exist?'

.

Any country needs 'to be concerned' about the quality of work skills

4.

in the labor force, for if a. country falls behind its economic rivals

in output per labor hour, not, only does its balance of payfnents

suffer, but its long-term military potehtial falls i-nto question.

At the turn of the century, raising the Leval of work skills was

the chief reason Cited for developing a national policy. of voca-'

tional education., To cite a need for skil'Is development,ihowever,

does not establish a case for placing.tne responsobrility.on.a highly

decentralized system of general secondary schools. In'most countries,
1

indeed, academic preparation and skills development are carried

forward in separate, specialized institutions.

Passage of the Smith-Hughes Act in 1917 marked the entry,of

the federal government into development of educational policy for

schools,Iand the first matter to draw the'interest of the federal

government was skills development. But-the natiotesyst.em of voca-

tional education has its roots in not one but two polity concerns:

(1) to improve the quality of skills in the work force, as already
.

mentioned, and (2) to reform the American high school, the better

to serve interests of practical students, tecompared with bookish

students, and thus to create anew thing, a "comprehensive high



school,".in which students of different backgrqunds and..interests

could all find a valued place.

I From 1917 until 1963:vocational programs were confined basically to

the high school setting. In spite,of this, the vocational edudatio9/-

movement.grew and prospered', assisted st, rongly by a federally-ini-

tiated administrative structui.e.that served'to mobjlize state and

local political-support. Yet, the Snith-Hughes approach also

fostered a high degree of teparation within the comprehensive.high

school, aith vocational faculty (a)nd students 'having little contact

with their peers in academic programsA It was also true in many

places that trle-vocat onal track never achieved parityof esteem

with the academic Thus, the actuality of the compreheniye high

school fell sho t of the,high hgpes held -fortt:by the tUrn-of7the-
.

'century visionaries who sought a senSe of equal worts for i-nstruction

in Latin and machine shop.. Thereaas'alsO 6 feeling sometimes .

. expressed that administrative offices at both the federal and state.

levels stifled local initiative and smothered local.operattons with

an excess of regulatocy'detail.

' For several reasons, the Vocational Education Act of 1963. marks

a watershed in Veral 'policy for skills develoOpent.. For one thing,

the Act encouraged the extension of vocational education into the

postpecondatlevel of education. Vocational educators noronly re-
.

deived-a-NrgeT sphere of action, but also gained the prestigeand status

lisocta'ted with postsecondary operations. There Oere 'other. favorable

,

developmlnts for growth.'-Vocational programs, expande d, along with
l

most other educational offerings, because of the rise in the size df
tt

school ,and college age populations, and also because space .exploration,.
,

. .

a
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economic growth, and finally'the
,

Vietnam war created 'a substantial

need for'vfork skills.

Secondt'the 1963 Act.provtded that federal funds could be used to

provide traininVfor "...persons who have acadeMic, socio-economic, or

other handicapS' that prevent them from succeeding in the regulsr

vocational education program"(Setion 4(a)(4))\ In both subseqUent

reauthorizations o0 the 1963 Act (1968 and 1976), members of Congress

expressed serious doubts about the effectiveness with which. vocational'

'educators dealtiwith these "special needs" or "target" populations.

In 1976, concern in Congress developed specifioey from a report,

of the Controller General ('that is 'the Role of Felderal Assistance for

Vgcational,Education?, December 31, 1974), in which it was stated that

state govel4hments had distributed federal funds to local authorities

without paying close attention to the fact that some local agencies

have greater needs than otilers, and, that persons with special needs,

the disadvantaged and handicapped,'had not been given a high priority

toward assuring their participation in vocational education.

At the time of the 1976 reauthorization, policy issue'had
.

thus become strongly distributional: (1)'is the federal money so

pissed out that low CieAlth places, or example, and places with

high rates of.urlemployment receive a disproportiohately larger share
,

of'it? (.2) are-extra services provided for people that in their

absence wbuld have trouble.finding.a job? These are among the main

questions wk seek to ansWer in this Report: where does the federal'

money go and is it used, to meet the needs af-target population's? We

hasten:to add that these are not the only financial guettioni we.

dedl with; we consider as well the distribution of state and-local

f 4

1.1
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revenues for vocational 'education, expenditures on services, and
.

. ,

many other money matters having to do'with flow of funds.

:In its concern with distributional issues, Prigres's d irected.

the Nationa Institute car Education also to provide information s.

on the results of the 3976 EducatiOnal Amendments (the current
610.

VEA la) as affect ing "...occupations, target populations, ',and

enrollments...* (P.L. 94-482,lit1e4, Part B, Sec. 523(b)(1)(A)).

It is one thing for local 'authorities to spend extra money on memberS'

,
.

of target populations and quite another to see to it that they are.

proportionately represented in.,specific occupational programs Itipat
. .)

lead easily to well-paying jobs and to jobs that provide a ladder ,

to a substantial career. -Under our contract with the National' Insti-

.tute of Education, we were able to investigate the pattern of enroll-

.ments by disadvantagement, handicapping condition, limited English

proficiency, and race. We arrayed programs by " quality," referring *

to average pay and job opportunity, and considered enrollment patterns

in terms of these quality indexes.,

The mein new focusof the 1976 legislation -- with regard, that

is, to distributional issues -- was thecharge fo vocational educators

to overcome sex stereotyping in training and emplo9ment. Accordingly,'

we examined, distribution of,enro&ent? by sex in terms of our
.

quality indexes, 'and, as the reader"will see belmyr the primary form

ofdiscrimination 'in vocational education_ appears to be on account of

sex (race appears. to be 'the second Most 'powerful discriminatory -rector).

Let-us now dra0 together the various strands, of argument about

the functional responsibilities of our national system of,vdcational
el

.a
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education7--At,the present time. these appear to be'threet (1) to

k
develop the skills of the work force (histfric purpoe); (2),to help

hart-to-place people find a good job; and (,3) to overcome sex stereo-
-.

typing in training aid work: What is left off 'the list is the use of

vocational education to broaden the curriculum of the American high

school. Indeed, as wShelT suggest i,Sour concluding section's,

there may well be a contradiction between perfetttng the comprehensive

high school .rid serving the three other functions cited above,

because in n4ny comprehen$ive high schools the quality of vocational

'''education attainable in that setting may be insufficient. In other

_Iy.ords, to achieve a .technologically adequate level of skills and

simultaneouslS' to reach distributional objectives for target popul

latianssand women may require us to expand offerings in "specialized,

regiinal, or ppstsecondary institutions, rather than,in the compre-

.)hensVe,high school. But more'about,this later.
,t

$4.12

I

.
. .

. ,:,.T.W ifit''Federal Vocational Education Act'(P.C. 94-482, Educational .

AmendM64$.qf 1976 .,.

.
°

PONVER has collected and analyzed a vast amount. of data on'our

national syste*of vocational education. Since notalq readersMaY...,.

be familiar .with the legisla tion that establtshes that national system

and since sortie suctrbasitc understanding is ',required to make our quanti-
. ,.' -

tative results intelligible, we now describe certain important provi-
,, -

sions of the-Educational Amendments of 1976, especially as they affect

funds distribution. Interwoven with our comments to describe the Act,'

we offer observations on problems that have arisen in implementing"it.

The. 1976, Vocational Education Act contains the following general) .

objective:' that "...persons of all ages in all communities...those

13.
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'in .high,school those who have completed or discontinued their formal

education and aye preparing
.

to enter the labor market, those who have.,

0
already entered the labOr mkket,'but

.

need to upgrade their skills pr.

.:learn new ones,- those with special educational handicaps,,.and those'
:

. . . :

-ft
s',.

naryin postsecondary schools, will have ready access to vocational trainingA ,
,

"' or retraining which' t.S of high quality., which is realistic in light le
, ...

o

. .

actual or anticipated opportunities for gainful employment, and which .

d , a . .

is suitedeo their needs and interests, and ability to benefit froffi
, ..

. ..,

;-1.-- 6 1;.

:.-such training" (P.L. 94-482: Sec. 10104). .

.

. .

, .

. .
,

. To assist states to 'Meet this general 'objective, Congress author-

\.\ '
4.

tzed federal grants to the states for the purpose pf extending, improv-,
, .

. , . ,
V .

-14, and "where necessary," maintaining programsgboof vocational education;'
(

deveToping new programs of training; dealing with the pf-Oblem of sex-
......,--)

4

4

stereotyping, and providing part-time employment for youth who-need the

earnings to be able to attend vocational education classes (P.L. 94-482,

Sec.' 1010)44)).

Once Congress appropriates funds for vocational education, and

once,this'applicationforftneingpyagiven state has been approKed,

the amdurft'of federal voCationi; funds distributed to that State, which

is-t9ay, any state, is det.eiglined by one basic formula, a formula

that i ungflarrged essentially from the one adopted'in 1963. .

The
r
federal fOrmula,js.of the weighted popultion type. Any'

C

state&sgre-ofthefederalappropriationfor.vocational education is
.

,

given by fits proportionate Aare of the, total of weighted populations
. - ,...

. ..,
..

''''' ofthe whole coun*y.
4

If, for example, a state's weighted population
, .

represents ten.percent of the weighted population of the nation,. ,

. .

it is entitled to ten percent-of the VEA appropriations for the..given

year, no morn and o less.

.
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How are the weights applied to populations? For the federal

.

formula, in two viays: (1) by the :size of the.state's population

within specified age categories, and (2) by the relationship between

personal income per capita in the given state and national persodal

tncome per capita. the income adjustment is specified to be

.( per capita intome of State ).
-

,
per%capita income of nation

4 a. ,

. 8

This value is multiplied.bY the' age speclfic -poPtilations, and the total

weighted population is the sum.of these products. Thus, the formula

N\is &piously intended to direct money towards' states.thA'havetiv;/

ay.erage income and away from States that have high average income.

a.

Fifty percent of the apprdprtafidns are distributed by the size of

Al
the 15-19 year old-cohort,'a adjusted by the income factor; 20°ercert

by the size of the 20-24 yearold -group; 15 'percent by the 25-65 year

old group;- and 15 percent by the size of the whole working age popu-

lotion, 15-65 (all population'4roUps weighted by the income factor).

It is clear that.the federal formula favors states that have
A

younger populations and especially those that have a lot of residents

in the 15-19 year'old category. It also fav\ors stares that are low

in averageAltomd.' Are thee ,important variables'that the fdrmula ,

overlooks?. .The following ones might be mentioned:
, .

(,a) The formula gives no consideration to the differences in

pmgram costs among the states. Our,deta, as shown below, indicate

that cost' differences by program are Wide: If economic develOpment

in one state requires apredominance of high cost programs' while that

ofanother is appropriately based on low cost, then presumably the,

statesare left to their.own devices in adjusting to Suth condittons.

46'
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(b) The formula itself provides' no. special. incentives one tate

to another to expand and improve' vocational education. States that

are thorough and conscientious in helping local auth ties conduct

high quality programs get no-Tb.rger federal grant tha'n states that

.

perform at a minimum level in this field. Neither size of vocational ,

enrollments nor quality'ofprogram offered have any direct, continuOus.

relationship to the amount of/ federal allotments. -

(c). The federal formula is unlikely to channel vocational

education grants to states that have. concentrated populations,of low-
.

income youth and areas of conce ntrated youth unemployment, Atfirst

glarice, this assertion might be counter-intuitive, since the formula--

includes an adjustment to place extra money, other things being equal,

in a state in which per capita' income is below national average. How-
.

ever, the great concentratitns of urban Poverty, exist'in the states

of the northeast and northcentralregrons of the nation: Mew York;

New Jergeileassachusetts., Pennsylvania, Jichigan, and Illinois. All

of these states have average income ab&reHational average, which is

to say`that the distributions of their incomes are pi-modal under the

condition that people with higher incomes more than offset the concen-

trations of poverty below the mean. In cJqrrast, the formula to dis-

tribute the funds under Title / of the Elementary and Secondary.Edu-

cation Act (1965) employs the low-income student, not the low-income
tip

state, as'the unit of analysis and.thuS targets. federal money much

more precisely toward concentrations orpwrerty.

(d) 'The federal formga-Aoes not recognize the Special needs

of states with declinifig p'opulations. Population declines and-indus-
.

trial closings go hand-in-hand. The work force of snow-belt states.

16
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may require retraining to enter new lines of Work,because the shift

'of economic resources southWard'has taken away the jobs to which thetro

existing skills apply. Needs of training that are related to migration
. ..

of industry are not dealt with` by the formula at all'in states of

economic decline and only very weakly in-growth states.

.

Let us now turn from consideration of the federal formula to a

discussidn of the 'resource allocation procedures that the 1976 Voce-
,

iional Education Act prescribes for'states to use in dealing with

local agencies. We shall describe the procedure as a set of controls

about uses of money and then we shall make a general assessment of that

set. Rather little of VEA funds'are spent directly by state govern-
.

ments, so.the.within-state allocation procedures specified in the fed- 7

eral Act are what-Control the uses of VEA funds, insofar as they are

subject tofederal direction.' There are four general types of controls.

e
1. Local applications and guarantees. Federal funds cannot be

10,

,
s

distributed to a local agency in the absence of a local application.
,

.

This application must specify that there 'exiSs a local plan for skill.

development which twconsistent with the state plan.' A primary ingre-

dient

.

cthe,state pTan, it should be mentioned; is projection of future
-.. "

,

.c..labor surpluses and shortages. The intent is to see that theildcal

authority-plans its programs to meet future labor shortages'and to avoid -..,...-. -

...
. I -

: '.'4i

training people for jobs that do not (will not) exist: this is expected
.

td'introducean element 'of economic efficiency into thelldeliveryof

training Services. The local "application must also indicate that the

Toca1 program plan has been developed in cons ltation with.a duly con-

,stituted lodal advisory council, consisting -representative of

employers, labor,.and edudational institutions, and that coordination

v



exists between VEA programs and CETA programs:: Again; these,laffer

as.surances.are intended to serve the cause of economic; efficienc:.

in-training. In sum, the process' of pfeparing a local plan and having

it reviewed at the state level is a means of controlling expenditure

of VEA funds, to-s-ee that they are spent on types of occupational prep -
9

arationthat meet labor market.demands. The onty,direct link to funds

distribution, however, is this: if a local agency lacked the means

to prepal-e a plan, or if at beft it could prepare a plan that was

thoroughly unsatisfadtory in the eyes of the state administration, then,

presumably that local agency wouldget no VEA mon6 and the funds so

freed up kuld be madetrailable to other local agencies -.

.2. VEA criteria for-intrastate funds distribution. The 1976

Vocational Education Act contains a set.of criteria states-must use in

developing afolmula-to distribute-VEA itmis to local agencies. The

states are required to give priority to lbcal applicants that are located-

in economically depressed areas and.in areas. with high rates of u'nemploy-
.

menf. The states are also required to 'give priority to appliCants that

propose new programs and programs, designed to meet neW manpower needs.

Amongst the group of priority applications, the states are required by

formula to make,a further set of distinctions. Local education agencies
-

...:-)

(meaning school districts, mainly) are to receive extrv dollars", of VEA
..,,

''..7-.....,

funds to the extent that they are deprived in.-the amount of locally tax-
, it . ,

able wealth they possess'and to the' extent that they contain an unusually

large concentration of, low-income families. In the case of other elj

gtble recipients (mainly,community colleges), the criteria are relative

financial ability apd tile relative number or concentration bf.students.

. "whbse.ileeds, impoe higher than average costs, with the examples gNen
4
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in the Act of handicapped students, disadvantaged students; and persons

of limited English proficiency. States are enjoined, finally, from

distributing VEA funds equally per student enrolled, or from using -a_
,

'uniform percentage reimbursement rate 'on local expenditures., °

.T. _National priority programs. Each state is 'required to spend

. ,

certain proportians)of its_ VEA funds on desilnated classes of persons.

Twenty percent at least of each state.s allotment is to meet 50 percent

of.the cost ofvocational education for disadvantaged persons except
,

that a portion of the disadvantaged "setaside" is further reserved for

persons of limited English proficiency. Ten percent of VEA funds at

least are.to be spent to meet5Q percent of the costs oflocational

education of handicapped persons and 15 percent at least to meet 50

percent of the cost of vocational.education for persons'who have com-

pleted or left high school. This last setaside in effeCt reserves a

minimum of 15 percent of VEA funds for postsecondary programsaand

altogether the setasides restrict the uses of* percent of VEA grantS
.

to the states. The section of the Act th'at describes the setasides

'makes the further stipulationthat persons Sesved by the setasides are

to 'be enrolled in.regularvoCational programs whenever possible, i.e.,

they are to be "mainstreamed." ,

4. 'Section definttions-of expenditures. The Congress appro-
,

prtates funds under Subpar4 also identified byseCtion numbers and
.

. .

the language unden section numbers establishes a set of allowable

expenditure items. Appropriations for SUBparts 2 (Section 120 numbers)

and 3 (Section 130'numbers):a're made jointly. Subpart 2 then accounts

.fdr 80 0prcent of this joint Appropriation. Appropriations for Subpart

c19.
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\''4 (Section 140 numbers) and Subpart 5 (Section 150 numbers) are made

separately...

'Section 12C appropriations may be used for the ollowing

por'poses:- vocational prod rams per se, work study programs, cooperative_
.

- programs, energy educatioh progiams, construction of area vocational

education facilities, reduction of sex stereotyping, student stipends,

Placement servrces,*industrial arts programs, day care fOlochildren

of'students, programs for displaced homemakers, and constrtcton and

operation of residential vocational schools.

Section 13.0 funds areito be spent on research, exemplary and

innovative programs, curriculum development, guidance and counseling,

teacher training, and grants to overcome sex bias.

Section 140 funds are designated to pay the full costsof

. 'vocational education programs for disadvantaged persons living within
*0

areas with high concentrations of youth unemployment and drop-outs.

Section 150 funds are to bAsed in programs of consumer ad:homemaking
. .

education. At least one-third of Section 150 money is targeted for econ-

1

omically depressed areas and areas with high rates of unemployment and

Is to be used "...to assist consumers and to help improve like environ-

ments and the quality of family life" (P.L. 94-482, Section :150(d)).

.

We have now offered a summary of funds distribution processes

as embodied in the 1976 Vocational Education Act. W have seen that

there are procedures, governing the flow of funds from the federal

/ government to the states,and from the states to the localities. It

is plain that the federal government intends some states, and; Within

20
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a

A

J
states, some localities, to receive more federal ilioney,than others;

;

in,sho-ft, the Act establishes priorities of distribution
.

The Act also demands that federal funds be spent in certain ways

The money can be spent only on the programs or activities mentfoned in

the Act.-- that is one pdint The second point here is that certain

minimum proportions of federal grants are_to Abe spent in providing -

training' for certain classes- of people, most notably the handicapped,
.

the disadvantaged, and thosemith limited knowledge of Engllsh. It
-

D

is our task in this report to show how'wellhese various mandates and

objectives ofifunds distribution are being met,

t 4
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Cftpter II

Data Collection

This study had as its primary objective obtaiiiipg and anajyzing more

reliable information aboUt the ways in whie-h federal,,ttate, and.tocal

funds are distributed and used to realize the
s
*siC 5yrOoses of `federal

vocational educatidn policy. The lack of such informatontsa..long-

, standing problem. In 194.,, thGenere Accounting Off ice reported tnaf

"the Congres has observed ,repeatedly that information about vocational

education'is inadequate for the purpose'of formulating ipz.iblispelicy

a

-and ascertaining whether programs are working properly. ", To rectify

this problem, the Congress established, in P.L. 947482, the Vo6tional
f / is

Education_Data System (VEOS) to collect uniform information on vocational

edUtation students, programs, completers and Leavers,- staff,,
. .A

and expenditures. stab-lishIng VEDS has taken approximately five years,
. . .1 ..

.
. .

and complete data for1978-79 were not available until summer 1981'.

A

Recognizing eaearly on that VEDS data would not be available in time to

V_De useable, this study was forced to undertake independent Collection

of.data. No other aspect of the study caused greater diffii.culfties or
,.,

required gre4er expenditures of time and other resources. Consequently,

this chapter we ''review the study's,data collection efforts and discuss

the implications for-future analyses of this type..

I. Initial Design Cdnsiderations

Pursuant to Section 52(b)(1)(A)'of the Education Amendments of,1976

(P:L. 94-482), this:study was charged With Undertaking/Tr' analisls of-

01.'wdistribution olvocational education funds in terms of services,

occupations, ,target populations, enrollments, and educational apd

4.
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1.

,

governmental levels." Moredver, the Request for Proposals issued by NIE A,

further stated that the study was to analyze the distribution e.funds

within states and called for collecting data at the school levels The
t* 4-gia 1.. I

requi'rement for intrastate data collection virtually ruled out using an
4

of the datacollectq Py.the Bureau of Occullational and Adult Education

(now the Office of Vocational and Adult Education) or by thevNational

Center for Eelucatiop.Statistics. BOAE,had collected data aggregated

tole s tate levei, and VEDS was .to continue this practice. Only
3f.

System 437 collected informatiOn at the LEA level, and it reported fiscal

Aformation only for federal funds. Mojeov'ec-, much of this information

was considered unreliable by Mat people familiar with the data systems,

and analysis by PONVER of the various national data sets confirmed this

cl aim.
*

)
Ihe requirement for school site dati posed an immediate problem,

therefore; such inform ation was available only from the schools.ndividuajly,
. .

and collecting it would necessitate a survey of a sample of secondary

and postsecondary inttitufions. Accordingly, the initial proposal called
.

.----reor surveying approximately 1,200 secondary schools and 400 postsecondary
o .v

institutiatis in ten states. Collecting.data from the school site was

-also strongly urged by seyeral members of PONVER's National Advisory

Board, who felt that this,approacft was the only way to obtain accurate

data on vocational education enrollments; programs, and staffing.

P

See Charles S. Benson Gareth Hoachiander, and BroniaLena
. Johnson,. An Assessment'of the liability and Consislencx in Reporting

. of Vocational.- Education Data Available from NationaTiInformation Systems,
Berkeley,,Calif.: Project onNational 'Vocational Education Resources,
University of California; 1980.

11
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In.-the process of designing the data collection instruments, however,

I/

discussions with several local school personnel quickly revealed that the
I

A4
..

collection of school site data was beyond the time and resources of the
-:---- A.

study. In almost no case was information on revenues,and.expendithres

readily available at the school level. Although most schools could provide,

I

some inforMation on vocational edUcation enrollments,knd sttffipg, very

few could readily provide thisinformation in terms of some Tasure of

full -time equivalency: Without such accuracy, collecting data at the.

'school level could-not be justified.

Consequently, data collection procedures were modified to collect

l

all data from the local educatitop agency (LEA). -Once again, several.
.

0s.
members of the study's Advisory Board counseled relying on strictly

local data collection, believing local information to be more accurate

and detailed than thatmaintained'at the 'state 4eve1.4 Accordingly,

the study pretested a lengthy survey instrument in October 1979,mailing

, questionnaires to a sample of 69 secondary school districts and 22

postsecondary institutions.
1

Pretest results were disapp5inting. The lengthy questionnaire

imposed a heavy burden oh respondents. Required RcoMply,With substantial

requests for data for VEDS andliusurvey of vocational'edUcation. being

conducted by the Office of Civil Rights, both in the field dur -ing fall
%,

1979, most respondents found it necessary to ignore an additional survey
. .

inwhich participation was. fully voluntary. Consequently, pretest response

rate was lqw, and several responses were incomplete. Further; some

AP
respondents indicated that much of the ifformation requested had already

been submitted to state offices in one form or another.

24
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T e results of the pretest revealed that'a survey of the type

initially requested by NIE was not feasible. Moreover, in reviewing

the pretest resuYts, the Committee on-Evaluation and Inforbation Systems

(CEIS) of the Council of Chief State School Offeicers and the Federal .0-

Education Data Acquisition Council (FEDAC) both insisted, that the

. study.obtain as much of the needed information as possible from state

it offices. Because final clearance lould be contingent on meeting this

requirement, state level data collection became the cenival feature of

the modified data collection efforts. p

II. Final Design

When pretest results indicated that strictly local data' collection
1

.

was *not feasible; the study redesigned data colleqtion activities into

four major area's: .1) state levelcollection, 2) supplementation of state

datA with information available from the U.$. Bureau of the Census, the

Bureau of Labo'r Statistics, and the National Center for4Education

Statistics, 3) a limited survey of secondary and postsecondary LEAs,

and-4) site visits to seven major cities. Iftitially, the study sought

finformation from eighteen states. In ten of these, information was
k

_
g.

requeste6 from 'Atli the state and local' level; in the remaining eight,
i

,-,--

--- data were reqdested from the state level only.
i

erA. State Level Data Collection. From the state office responsible
;,

. ,..\

for overseeing vocational education, the study sought information on .. 1

funds distribution,gnrollMents, and staff for each eligible recipienta
of VEA.funds in the 'following eighteen states:

25



Alabama
California
)oloredo
Florida
Illinois
Kansas
Massachusetts
Minnesota

. New Hampshire

New York
s North Carolina
Oklahodia

Penntylvanja
.South Carolina .

South Dakota
Texas
Utah

Washington

These states were selected puposively rathtr than randomly. First,
t

they included, the five "core" states *California, Florida, Illinois,

.

-.New York, and Texas -- common of' the research*.being conducted,

by-he Npk;Vocafional'Educatiod Study. The remaining, thirteen states.

,t were chosen with attention to achieving a goollveogragh distritutioe,

a balance between urban and ruralplApulations,.wide variation in tip

ti size of vocational education programs and' expenditures different

),

types of state board structures for administering viMationl education.

Additionally, the study sought to eliminate from consideration states

that were not likely to be able to provide the necessary data becau
. .

they lacked automated data,processing capabi '+ities.

From each state, the following information was requested for

7 each eligible recipient for VEA funds:

.1.
1. Allocation of Fund by Lesiglative Purpose

Att..

,a. Ammint allocated to district, under Section 120 of thg.'
t

Vocational Education Act, for each of the f011owing
legislative purposes. Federal funds were to be reported
separately from ttate and local alloCations.

I Vocational EdUcation Programs
Work;-Study-Prograks : ,-- -,

P)operatiVe Vocational Education Programs
.Energy.EdUcation Programs

.

ConstructSon of Area Vocational School Facilities
Stipends for Students in Vocational Education Programs
Placement Services , $

'Industrial Arts 4
.

.
. Support. Services for Women '

Day Care Services
o

I
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, '20

Vocational Education for Displaced Homemakers
Construction of Residential Vocatianaj Education Facilities
Handicapped Setaside
Di-t'advantaged Setaside

b. Amoi4t all6Cated to district, under Section 130 of the
Vocational Education Act, in the form of grants by the
state,':for each of the following purposes; federal funds
reported separately from any state arklocal allocations:

'Research

Exemplary and Innovative, Programs
CurHculdm and Developmedt
Counseling and Guidance
Pre-Service or In- Service Training for voc/ed teachers
Overcoming Sex Bias and_Sex Stereoty5i'ng

c. Amount allocated to district, under Sectiod9110 of the
Vocational Education Ac,t, far special programs for dis-
advantaged students; federal funds reported separately
from any state and local allocations.

d. Amount allocated` to diitrict under Section.150 of the -
Vocitional Education Act, for Consumer and Homemaking
Eddcation; federal funds reported separately from state
and local allocations.

. Enrollments .secondary, Postsecondary, andtadulit reported
,separately.

a.: Unduplicated, enrollment in each six-digit prograM.by race,
sex, academically and economically disadvantaged, handicapped,
and limited-English proficiency.

.b. Status of program completers from 1977-78 (by race and sex,
if available) for each Six-digit vocational education
program, classified by: whether employed in same field;
in another fieltli still 4n school; unemployed; not in
the labor, force.

3. Personnel -- 'Unduplicated coullt of'teaChing staff in each vocational
education program (six-digit code preferred, otherwise two-digit)
by rate and sex.

ft the insistence of LEIS and P,EDAC, the'study permitted each
. ,

state to,ubmit data imphateVer form constituted the least amount of
.

'difficulty for state officials: Thus, states could not be required ;to

conform to a common reporting format, and no'state was askecl.to collect

A
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o
information that was not readily available. Only five of the eighteen

states were able to submit complete information in a form that was
x

immediately readable -b/ccomputer, i.e.o on computer cards or 4etic
tape. An addilna) two states were able to supply the requested

,secondary data in machine readable form, but were unably to supply the ,

. .

bulk of postsecondary .data. Two moire states were able to supplpsomeof

the information in machine readable form and some information in the form

of "hard copy" that had to be prepared for processing before the data

could be analyzed. Of the remaining nine states, four were able to supply

relatively complete information in the form Of hard copy; three could

supply some information in hard copy, and vile could supply virtually

noneof the data requested.

In the final analysis, the study was able to obtain useable state

level data froM twelve'states. In four state% -- Alabama, Minnesota',

New Hampshire, and South Carolina -- we were unable to'obtain adequate
.

information on enrollments by LEAs to analyze the distribution of federal

and state jands for vocational education. !Both Massachusetts and North
, .

,

Carolina
supplied the study with some of the information requested, but

0

in both casesvthe data arrived late and in hard copy; there was insufficient

time to prepare and analyze the data.-

In every case, states were asked to supply, data for the 78-79

cadeartc and 'fiscal years. Consequently, because the common terminology

and reporting requirements established by VEDS were not yet completely

in place, data-are'missing for ,some..variables in several states. Addi-

tionally, where technical difficulties in reading data tapes, raised

t
suspicions about the accuracy of a-particular variable ina state's



.
as

data, we chose to treat that variable as,missing rather than report

possibly. misleading or inaccurate data. Thus, for example,'when our-

procedui-es for tabulating data on disadvantaged students in California

appeared to produce some double counting of students, we treated this

variable as Missing even though the state had supplied us with some

4 data. In short, we Piave gone to great lengUsto analyze the data

supplied by the states as accurately as possible,Ne cannot, however,

`assume responsibility:for the accuracy of the data supplied.

c

Because of 'differences among states in the ways data were defined
.

ana reported, absolute numbers are not strictly comparable across
AS

states= Thus, for example, when calcu.lating revenues per student, we

generally excluded short-term adults from the calculation where short-term

adult nrollments were xeported separately. However, some states
.

inclaed,qhnrt-term adults in a icingle adult total, and in these instances,

:.
the large pumber of'pxart-tiMe students creates artificially low estimates

of revenues per.student. Nevertheless, we were'always consistent within

states; and insofar:.:as the analysis dealt primarily with analyzing relative

differences,With% states, making. accommodations for the idiosyncrasies

.of each state's data should not significantly bias our findings. In any

event, the decisions represent the best that could be-'done if any

analysis was to be performed at all.'

B. Supplementing,Data Supplied by iheStates. !To minimize the

data burden pn state officials, the study obtained most of the'demographic

data for'such .variables as the concentration of 'low-income families and

local unemployment rates from other sources and merged this information

with the data supplied by the states.- Specifically, the .study used

data from the following sources:

31 A
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1. The ElemeRtary, and Secondary General'Informatiori Survey

(ELSEGIW.1978-79, conddcfed by the National Center for
Education Statistics:. information:on the size of LEAs

(ADM and ADA), county and SMSA codes, secondary enrollment,

racial,an ethni'c'data.

2. The Higher ducation General Inforintion Survey (HEGIS), 1978779,

conducted by the National Center far Zducation Statistics:

information o enrollments, finances, county sand SMSA codes,

racial and eth .0 data.
, .

3. Applied*Urbanetic Merged Federal files-, School 'Year 1976-77, *

including the NIE. p,cial Tabulations of Census Data by School 41

District and Equalize operiy.Values: dap on racial and

ethnic composition of LE . popura.tion, concentrati.em of

poverty, and assessed property value Per ADA or ADM.

23

4. U.S. Office of Revenue-Sharing, Series,in Local Government
Unemployment Rates, Second Quarter 1978; used to determine
unemployment rates for secondary and postsecondary LEAs.

5. U.S. DepartTent of Labor, Bureau Of Labor Statistics,
Occupational Optlook Handbook, 1980-81 Edit ion: average

hourly earnings by occupation and :estimates of future

employment opportunities.'

4 .
These data were merged with the enroliMent and expenditure data

.-
supplied.by the states for each LEA and figured heavily in the analysis

of the distribution of federal funds with respect tO
\
the various factors

set forth in P.L. '94-4,82 (relative financidl abi it location in

.an economically depressed area, conCentrattons of t rgeir populations,

etc.), as well as analysis of participatiod with respect to different'

measures ,of prograd qual ity. We,6trets'that these demographic data-are
j,

not necessarily. those employed by a4articular state in- dete'rmini'ng

its allocation of federal funds. St tes are not presently required

to report data for-individual LEAs ol the various factors used to

distribute federal or state funds. Because such informationtwas not 3.
,fi

readily available from state.agencieS, because supplying it was judged

4
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to impose too great a burden, we relied on these other sources of data

to serve as proxies for-the data actually used by the states.

C. Survey of Secondary and Postsecondary LEAs. 'In ten of the

'4100

eighteen gates from -whom state level data were requested, the study

supplevented this information with the rdsults of surveying a stratified

ranOm sample of 941 secondary LEAs and-272 postsecondary LEAs. The

sur4y solught,additional information on VEA funding and vocational

education programs that was:not available from any other sources. To

' minimize data burden and to' tailor the questionnaire to the peculiarities

of each state, the study's principal investigator and project director'

'visited each'state and met with the state's vocational education director
4

and staff tvdeiermine the precise substance and wording of the survey .

instrument. Thus, in no case was an LEA asked information that could

be supplied by a state office. Generally, the survey asked respondents

for information on seven topics:

1.* If an LEA did not receive or returned VEA funds, it reasons
fornot receiving or returning funds.

2. -,Expenditures of VEA funds on handicapped, disadvantiped,
and limited English proficiency students.

3. Expe'rlditures and activities.to promote sex equiN

Expendtudas to maintain, improve, and expand vocational.
education programs.'

Changes made by LEAs in vocational education programs and
reatons'or any changes.

4k.

6. The useof federal funds other than from VEA for supporting
local vocational education programs. 4. .

.- Expenditures for contracting with private a
t

Thesurv'ey fsesults are reported Chapter VI.
.
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In each state, LEAs Were strat'fied by size of t\ e largest, ty

. -

served .and div d into seven strata:

1. Rural -- en LEA serving noqity larger than 1'0,000 which
is at lea t 50 miles from any city over 50,000 population
in.the sam= SMSA, or at least 25 miles from any.city over
50,000 if t e LEA lies outside an SMSA.

2. Qther LEAs'serviag cities of under 10,000, excluding LEAs in

the SMSA of the state's largest city.
is

3; LEAs serv.ingcities of 10,Q00-49,999, excluding any LEAs in

the-SMSA of the state's largest city.

4. . LEAs serving. cities of 50,000 - 99,999, excludi.ngany.LEAs .

in the IMSA of the state's largest city..

6,- LEAs\serving cities over 100,000, excluding the state
A,

s

largest city, excluding LEAs in the SMSA of the state's

largest city.

6. LEAs sur ounding the state's largest city and included within

the city' MSA.

7. The LEA ser ing the state's largest city.

Once stratified, a sample representing approximately 25 percent of the

-I *
state's LEAs in each stratum was selected.

Once the, survey instrument .had been approved by each state's director

of vocatignal education, the survey plan was submitted to CEIS and. .

. .

FEOAC for final approval, which was obtained early in 980. Questionnaires.

were mailed in March 1980 aha requested Information for the 1978-79 school

year:

Table II-1 displays the response -rate foreach state. At.the '

secondary level, the survey achieved an overall response rate of 62

percent, ranging from 3.9percent in Texas to 82 percent in Florida. At

the postsecondary level, the average response rate was 78 percent, radging

\IL

from 57 percent in Colorado to 100 percent in South Dakota.

At the request of the North:Carolina state officials, the sample
size was lim-40d 'to 20 percent of the staf,e's LEAs.
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Sample Size and Response,Rates
of Survey of LEAs in Ten Stated

'

26

Sample

I ,

Secondary.

%

.

: Sample
Postsecondary

Responses Responses %

California 94 79 84% 24 ,.18 75%

Colorado 53 41, 77% . .421 12 . 57%
. . , \

Florida 22 18 82% 28 24 .,6%
..

i Illinois 144 - 116 .81% 31 24 77%,

Kansas 71 41 58% 19 14 74%

MasdachUsetts 63 37 59% 15 '67%10

New York 165 90 55% 74 61 82%

North' Carolina 33 28 85% 31 30 97%

South Dakota 51 39 76% 3 3 160%
l

Texas
.,-

245 , 95: 39% 26 15 58%

Total
.
941 584 62% 272 211 78%

1

...

. ,
,

t. i
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a
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.D. Site Visits. Finally,--to supplement the large, amount of

quantitative -data collected by the survey.and from state offices of

. vocational education, the;study conducted site visits to the largest

city in seven of the ten states participating in the survey:

Los Angeles, California
2. Denver, Colorado
3. Miami, Florida s

/
.

4. Chicago, Illinois
1)5. Bo.ston, Massachusetts

6. New York City, New York
7. Houston,'Texas

The rationale for,these visits wq fourfold. First, be use these'

large urban districts serve thousands of tudents and employ hyndreds

of teachers in many different sites, the figures fo district totals
O

obtained through the study's otile'r_data CQ lection efforts provided'\a

very limited picture of vocational educatio id, these districts.

contrast, phe data for subOrban or rural prog amsgenerally repreen

only one or two schools and therefore provided a more accurate description

of that district's operations.

Second, we believed it important to form an impression-of the

intra-district distribution tf resources for vocat opal education.

These cities 4ontain.large concentrations of.target popultions, but

these groups are not evenly' distributed throughout" the citie's' schools.

Therefore, we felt tt,necesAOK sary to determine what arrangepent , If any,

these LEAs made for targeting federal VEA funds. More §enerally, we

sought to determine what special 'contribUtions VEA funds made to vocational

\ education in these cities.

Thirdly, we sought to test, at leas't impreSsionistically, the idea-

A
that the quality of vocational education programs, available to target-

. /

. populations depends in part on loCal economic conditions. Some of the

.100
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cities visited, such as NN York and Chicago-, have been enduring severe

tiscal pressures in recent'years, while others, such as Denver and

Houston, have been enjoying vigoous ec nomic growth.

--Fourth, vocational educat/on is of red'in'a number of d'fferent

irlit t tional settings: comprehensive high,schobls, specia ized vocational
.

,1
.

. ,

' high sch bis,.area schools, and community, colleges, Because in central
lb.

. ,
.

cities:on often finds the same vocational education program offered
. .

in several settings, the site visits-prolided the opportunity to form .

some irMoresstons about the relative strengths of these progra.ms provided

under dgfere institUtional arrangements.

In these ides, vocational education is a much more complex and

diversified activity,than the conventional academic program; we do

not claim, therefore, that we were able to obtain a complete; systematic

view of the entire vocational education program in any of the cities

. . . . %
visited. However, we were able to develop some general impressions and

\

elicit a,- number of concerns se-levant for federal'policy. In each city,

we, hel, length4 discussions with the city's secondary and postsecondlry

directbrs of yo-cation al education,
A

as_well.as several members of their

staffs. Additionally, we visited several school.sites and talked to-
.

.principalt,.teachers,-and students. In several of the cities., we had

interviews with theltdistrict superintendentof schools. Chapter VIII

reports dour findings.
,

III. -implications for Future Studies

lik
'.0ne problem clearly emerges:from this study's efforts to gather the

data necessary to describe the distribution of federal, state, and local

funds for'Vocat ionaleducation: there still is ho cbmplete,.carefully

.1
ti
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verified, centralized source of ,data- for planning apd evaluating.federal

policy for vocational education. While VHS has brought badly needed

standardilation to the collection of data, as well as improvements in

the accuracy of the reporting, VEDS does not readily supply much of the

information needed to analyze the distribution of federal i/EAlunds.
. _

. - 1 .

Most serious among its shortcomings is the failure to report any, -, .:

information by LEAs; all information is'reported in the form Of state

totals only. Consequently, it is impossible to use VEDS data toescr1be
.

and analyze the.Ocstribution of funds.within siates. Moreover, .VEDS

does not collect any informatiOn on the various Tactcfrs

financial ability, concentrations of low-income families or individuals,

unemployment rate, etc.) that are to be used by states to determine the

distribution of,VEA funds-.

rallauie analysis of the intra-state distribtj,tion of T""cu.tu, 14TZ -1

to be carried out, the following information is required from each

eligib%e recipient on an annual basis:

1. Federal VEA Revenues
a. Subpart 2

1:) Handicapped setaside
2 Disadvantaged setaside
3.)) Limited English setaside
4.) Balance of Subpart 2

. b. Subpart 3
1.) Handicapped setaside
2.) Disadvantaged setaside
3.) Limited English setaside
4.) Balance of Subpart 3

c. Subpart 4
d." Subpart 5

2. Revenues from state and local sources

3. Enrollments
4. Total unduOlicated enrollment

'b. Disadvantaged enrollment
c. Handicapped enrollment

Limited.Enqlish proficiency enrollment 1,

36
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4. Data on factors employed in state distribution formula
a. Relative financial ability,
b. Concentration of low - income families
c. Local unemployment rate

0 d% Any other factors unique to the state

Reporting such information could become a standard feature of annual

plans or accountability reports. In fact, several statesyreSently

include this information in these documents, but the reporting is not

universal, nor is it done according to acollimon format that 'would permit

easy, analysis and evaluation. Moreover, states 'are pretently required

to report to System.437 the revenue data listed above and must also

include couef's of "beneficiaries." The,data on beneficiaries have.been

very unreliable, and revenue data for postseconda-ry institutions have

been virtually useless. Consequently, if this information became a'

standar d feature of state plans or accountability reports, it would be

possible to drop VEA,,trom SYstem 437'or to arrange for the Office of

Vocational and Adult EducatiOn to supply the necessary data to-System 437, .

reducing the data burden on state. officials.

The study's data gathering experiences reveal a second major problem:

most states lack management information systems sophisticated enough to

report reliabledata for vocational education on an annual basis. Only

a few states have fully computerized systems, and most still rely on

.paper for. transmitting substantial zes of infgrmation. There is a

strong need for technical assistancethAt would not only computerize c°
states' data reporting systems but also achieve a greater' degree

4 of standardization :in 'reporting.

*
)

See Bdnton, Hoachlander, and Johnson, op'cit. .

.
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CHAPTER III

DISTRIBUTION OF FEDERAL VOCATIONAL EDUCATION
FUNDS TO.THE STATES s,

As indicated in thapter I, the distilbution of '4EA fUnds to

the states is governed precisely by a formula contained in the 1976

Educational Amendments. In this chapter, we continue our discussion t

of that formula and we describe the pattern of distribution of VGA
4

funds as it existed in 1978-79.

The Components of the Formula for Distributing Federal Vocational ,

Dollars to the States
,

P.L. 94-42 nowhere states'what the Congress seeks in 'establAshing

a

the form of the inter-s,ate distribution of federal vocational dollars.

Intent can only be inferred from the content of the diStritution formula.

It should be noted, hOwever, that the federal formula has not been changed

:for thelast 20.iears, i.e.,.the period during, which the Congress sought

to target funds ever more precisely to meet the needs offspecially-

defined populations (disadvantaged,-handicapped, e;iime--

The'federal formula fs simple. After certain sums are set

t 1 aside for data analysis and research and for American Indians, the

remaining appropriations (app.roximately 94percent of the total

appropriations) are divided among the states on the basis of a

weighted population formula. A ,given stte's share of the amount

to be divided is determined ;by th ratio

weighted population in the given state
sum of weighted populations of all the states.

38

31



\
There ar ly two kinds of weights employed: age distribution and .

personal income per'capita. Let us consider these separately.

.

1. Age Distribution Weights.. The process is to use data

fr* .

'of the u.S. Census Bureau to determine how many people of.'working

age reside in the different states and to assign a degree of signi-

ficance in the formula to the count of perws in particular age

categories. The weights assigned are the fallowing:

4

Persons aged 15-19 .50

/Persons aged 20-24
.
.20

iksP1110s aged 25-65 .15

Persons aged 15-65 .15

Total of weights 1.00

i

The followi assumptions appear to underlie this choice

of weights: a) population is a good predictor of present or.potential

size of labor-force in a given state; b) size of labor force is a

good predictor of.need for training; and c) present, or potential.

members of the labor force who are below the age of 20 are the-most

needful of vocational .education..'

Othese assumptions,, the third is the most difficult to

AP

.

understand. Th9 most ,intense, market-oriented occupational .training w

oftentimes occurs in postsecondary institutions. Yet, the typical

postsecondary student is older than 19 years.
.

Take
v
the following (admittedly extreme) case. Suppose

a state has a disproportionately small cohort of 15-19 year olds,

_



.

A .0

a dlOroportiAately large'cohort of 20-24 year....olds,and a very

active program of vocational education at the community college -

level. The postsecondary institutions mightbe seen as helping

t meet national manpower-requirements; nevertheless, the-state

.

".

wou d receive, other things being equal,.a rather small share of e

federa vocational dollars.

pattern of distribution afforded by age weights Is diffi-
.

cult to predict a The heaviest Weight,'as stated, is placed on

15-19 year olds, and young persons of those ages ordinarily live
sk........

in close-proximity to their parents. This suggests that the favored
,

.. ,
.

states will be ones that,haVe a'relatively large number of families

at that stage Of the We cycle where the heads are in.the age range

- - 1

of 35 to 55. Families at that stage of the life cycle are not highly

\
,

. , ..'. ,

m
.

obile, as compared with younger singles, newly-formed families, and°

4 'r . .. .

retireees. From this.argument, the favored 1.tates should be` those

that.received a,l.arge number of in- migrants during the deoede and

a half following World War II._ These,were, indeed; years of higik .

internal migration in the United States. States discriminated against

. 41
would be-those now-experiPncing heavy in-migration of singles, newly-

formed families; and retirees.. However, family size is important is
;

well, and since minority families tend to have'been larger in the

pot World War period than Anglo families, one might say that the °,,
1

ID

. .

formula benefits states that have a relatively large share of minority
0

population, especially if the minority families are at the 35 to 55

point in the life cycle.

2. Per Capita income Weight's: The population weights described

al:10e are further.weighted.by the relative standing of a state in terms

. .

I
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1 .

of personal income per capita. .The particular form of the adjustment
1 .

.

is to multiply thset of weighted population figures, each separately,

by the expression ,':

0 state's per capita income'
l'= .5 x,

national average per capita income.

The income adjustment is twice constrained. In the first instance,,.

multiplying the ratio':

'_state's per capita income
national average per capita income

by .5. reduces the signif icance of that ratio in the 'total allocation

-0
formula. 'Raising the figure from .5 to 1.0.(or nearly so) 'would

0

direct'additional dollars to poor states'and away from rich states.4*
\..

Secondly, the income adjustment,' called -(4 "allotment ratio," can

range Oybetween the values of..4 and ..6". The effect of both

constraints is to give a Somewhat more'favorable treatment to richer

states, as compared with pOdrer, than an unconstrained formula would do.
.

In any casel'ihe income adjustment has 'art effect in

sending extra-federal
,
vocational dollars to states in which average

capiiajncome,ils.relatively 'low. It might be thus 'thought that

thereis'a cops1stehcy between the federal government's insistence

that the states emphasize the criteria, tinter al fa of economic

depression; high rates of unemployment, and needs of disadvantaged
.

stcideoltS in their°OWn distribution formul as and the criteria' implicitf.' ,. t0car . .
1pfhe formula the federal. government ittelf uses to. determih inter--

tite .
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However, this assumed.consistence of intent can readily be

exaggerated, especially if we recognize that concentration.of poverty

imposes a special hardship on young people who are trying to acquire

work skills. For example:,

. .

(a) As noted in'Chapter I, a-state mar have a bi-moda

distribution of income, with a million poor families, s y,.conce ti.ated f

in twb or three large cities but with an averagestatewid income equal .

approximately to national average. That state would receive rip special

help from the federal formula to d al with its large'concentratiA of' .

.--,. .

low- income families.

(.b) ,In northern states like New` York, MasactOsetts,

New Jersey, Pennsylvania, and Michigan, low income families'in cities

face. relatively high costs, as compared with families in southern

citigs,-for fodd, housing,lenergy and clothing. These price levels

'

are recoghized in the relatively high standards Of welfare provisions

in thOse northern states. Yet thtOrshansky'index, by Which <nen-
,

/''trition of.poverty is measured; takes no account of 'differences among

the states.:in cost of living.. Hence, even if the data show that

federal ,vocational funds are distributed in-favor of states, such
h

as Nississippi'and Alabama; with high reported levespf concentration

Of child 'pvierty,'we'can hardly be sure that we are taking reasonable

account;ofthe economic distress that existild'in New York, Newark;

. Detroit and Chicago.

One additional Point shduld be made. The existing fedevl
.

'1
4 '

j',ormula pays no heed to differences in necessary costs
1

of vocational education, beyond,takipg account of thesize of the
.

I

it)
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working age-population. Per studeht 'Costs surely vary from state .

to state, reflecting differences in prices of educational inputs,

most notably differences in level of teachers' salaries.

Some Empirical Results- of the Federal Vocational Education Formula.

9

We now turn to the data to see how much. money the federal

vocational education formula allocates to each of the 50 states.

The first thing to note is that all states must receive some federal

vocational money. This reflects political reality. Even recognizing
Nt .

(a)' that some states are quite rich enough to run good vocational

programs ?lithout federal funds, (b) that the, federal money is spread

very thin, and (c) that more in the way of program improvement could

be obtained if the federal money was concentrated in, the states with4

the greatest propensity for innovition, all must receive.

A& for equity, the symbolic presence of the federal government

,.to heip:assure-better'aCciss for the disadVantaged,'the handiCapped,

etc., can only be felt in a state that accepts federal Funds, and

many members of special needs populations are to be found in the richest

states. In this case, one may say that political reality serves the

cause of equity.
!.

a

-Table III-1 shOWs federal voaational'education dollars per Capita

and per'student in the 50 states. The more meaningful figure is

the former., because expenditures
per student reflect not only the

.

allocatioprocess of the formUla, but, local tastes far vocational

training. (In, general, grant-in -aid formulas are judged On the

basis Of variable's that are beyOnd the control of the'recejving

governmentvocational enrollment is substahtially within control

43
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TaJole III-1

/.

Federal Vocational Education Allocations, 1978279, by-SOtes

,.

.

.

.

Federal Voc. Ed.
"Allocation per
Capita

.

..-

Federal Voc.:Ed.
AlTtcation per
Student Enrolled
in Voc. Ed.

.

% of Vbc
Ed. En-
rolled

Who Are
Disadv.

.

% of Voc.
Ed. En-

rolled

Who Are
Handicap.

"Estimated" Federal
Voc. Ed. Allocation
per Disadvantaged
Student Enrolled(1)

) '

"Estimated" Federal

Voc. Ed. Allocation '

per HandiCapped
Student Enrolled(1)

. .

RANK .RANK +... . ' RANK.
.

RANK

, e . t- I
.

New Mexico . 3.50 1.0- 76.8... 7 12.94 2,14 '107 38 323----;! 13

South Carolina 3.45 . 2.0 45.74 34' :7-09 1:b5 116 . 36 222 30
Utah 3.44 3.5 50:64, 27 .4,66 '1.95 195 21.5 234 28
North Dakota 3.44 3.5 61.98 l'I' 8.66. 1.11 128 35 .500 7

South Dakota 3.43 5.0 91.62 4 6.34 -.91 .20 17 '994 . 3
Vermont 3.40 6.0 91.70 3 9.85 3.00 167 26 275
Mississippi * 3.35 '7.0 60.41 19= 6.07 2.35 .179 24 231

23
.29

Louisiana 3.34 8.0. 58.77 22 30.54 2.21 .34 49 239 27 ,

Alabama. 3.30 9.0 58,42W 23- 18,96,. . 1,88 55 47 279 22
-North Cdrolina 3.20 10.0 !,45,9 36' 10.70 2.65 :78 44. 156 40.5
Kentucky -3.19 11.0 52.95 . 25: ,11,96 ,. 3.06 80 43 156 A0.5
,Maine

Georgia
3.16
3.14

120
13.0

52.85

41.04

, 26:

38
8.83

.

T.47

1.04_

3111 i

174

10

25

,.

,

936

355

. 2

11.5*

Wyoming 3.13 "14.5 _ /64:39 14,

,4.23

3.29 1.09 352 '7 4 . 529 6

Tennessee. 3.13 14.5 59.49 20°-' 8.63 2:18 124 34 246 t -,-- 25
Arkansas 3.12 16.0 60.95 18 17.23 , 3.80 288 14 , 48

'
' 49

Montana 3.11 17.0 12.13. 51= . . .

Idaho . '3.10 18.0 76.88 6T 4.66 1.20 296 11.5 576 '4

West Virginia, 3.01 '19.0 . 67.84 127 9.01 3.12 135 32' 195 35
Arizona .97 20.5 34.35 42 2.51,, 1.40 .246 18 ms220 31

Oklahoma " 2.97 20.5 59.01 2J'' 3.84 , 2,16 276 .., 15 245 '26
Wisconsin 2.94 22.0 28.90 46,

,

.5.19 1.20 100. 41 216
1

. 32.5

44
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Table III-1 .

Federal Vocational Education Allocations, 1978-79, by States

46

1

,

.

Federal Voc. Ed.
Allocation per
Capita

I

Federal Voc. Ed.

Allocation per
Student Enrolled
in Voc. Ed.

.

% of Voc.

Ed. En-

rolled(

Who Are
Disadv.

% of Voc.
Ed. En-

-rolled

Who Are
Handicap.,

"Estimated" Federal

Voc. Ed. Allocation
per Disadvantaged
Student Enroll'ed(1)-

"Estimated" Federal
Voc. Ed. Allocation
per-Handicapped
Student Enrolled(1)

1
0

RANK ,

<

: RANK-

1

RANK - RANK

.

Texas
Virginia
Missouri
Minnesota
Colorado
Indiana
Nebraska .

New Hampshirt
Rhode Island
Ohio
Lowa i

Kansas

.Oregon
Michitoan

Massachusetts
Pennsylvanta
Washington
Florida
Hawai i r

Delaware .

Alaska

.,

.

2.91-

2.91

2.90
2.89'

2.88
2.86

2.85

2.84
2.82

2.77
2.75

2.74

.-,2.74

'2.71

2.64

2.64

2.61
2.61

2.60
2.60

2.60

'

'.

23.5

23.5

25.0
26.0

21.0
.28.0
29.0

30.0
31.0 i

32.8
33.0

34.5

34.5
,36.0

37.5
37.5'

39.5
39.5'

42.0
42.0
42.0 .

:. 4 7.17

44.48-
68.13
55.79

64.43
98.65
61.53 4-

48.76 qa

73.28
48.33
64.12

72:26
34.06
69,42

'47.34
96.17.
39.50
25.48

.

.46.33

'27.59
27.91

.31

37

11

24

13

1

17

28

, 8

29

15-

'9

43

_10

30

=2-

39.

4:49
33

,.4a

.47,

..

=,.

.

-.

4.42
5.67

3.87
4.18

.5.09
3.56

7.35
2:31
12.83

5.61

16.11

4.48
415.60

3.34
2.69

4.35
10.52
3.52

32.79

3.35
21.32

1:01

2.76

. 4.41

2.81

1.82
2.87

1.87

1.04

4.95

'1.47'

2.66

2.43

1.46
.

1.15

1.20

2.73

2,85

'.80 ''.

4.34

1.,84

.12 .

'

',-.

192

141

316

240 ,

636

498

150

379

103

155

2
290-

1'09.

373
.

317
397

67 ',

130
296

148

23

\

23

31

10

19

1

2

\ 29

, 5

39

28

45

13'

37

6

8
.3_

46

33
.11.5'

-.30
50

.

'-

'18,
145

139

178

318
308

296

423,

- 133

295

216

26q

'' 210

.

355

316

124

287.

96

.134

2116

t

.

9

42

.43

37

14

16

18

8

45

19

32.5
24

34

.

'11.5

15

46'

20 '

47 .

44

1
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Table III-1

Federal Vocational Education Allocations, 1978-79; by States

.

.

Federal .Voc. Ed.

Allocation per
Capita
.

.

Federal Voc. Ed.
Allocation per
Student Enrolled
in Voc. Ed.

% of .Voc.

Ed. En-

rolled
Who Are

% of Vac.

Ed. En-

rolled
Who Are

"Estimated" Federal
Voc. Ed. Allocation

'per Disadvantaged
Student-Enrolled(1)

"Estimated" Federal
,

Voc: Ed. Alloc'ation ';

rer Handicapped 11%
Student.Enrolledk"

RANK RANK RANK Rail( ,

.

Maryland
WaShington, D.C. .

California
Nevada
New Ydrk
Illinois-

Connecticut
New Jersey

-2.59

2.52.

2.42

2.40
,2.31

2.31,:

2.25

2.20

44.0

45.0

46.0

47.0

,- 48.5

r 48.5
50.0

51.0

.

45.61'

76.97
30.07

46.89
34.06

35.31

34.77

23.77
. ,

35

5

45

32°
43,

40

..,41

50

,

,

,

.

4.93

5.13

8.95

4.33
6..00

15.76 .

6.55-

2.14

2.29

1.42

2.50

1.07

3.77

1.83

.37

166

_,27,0

'380

195

102

.40

95-
. 237

,

26

16

4

21.5

40

48

-42

20

192

302

380

'169
28b

84
170

575
_

'

.

36
17

10

39.

21

48
8

5'. 1.80

1

T
(1)

20% of the allocations of ,120 and 130 funds were divided by ;the number of disadvantaged studen.t

enrolled in vocational education in each state, and 10% of the allocations were divided by the number of,
handicapped students.
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of the state?.) The startling things about, the distribution of

federalodollars per capita are two: (a) there is a sixty percent

variation between the highest ranking state (New Mexico, $3.50)

and the lowest (Mew Jersey, $2.20), a large range given the con-

straints embodied in the federal formula; and (brttie firit'half of.

the states by rank, i.e., the top twenty-,five that received the
0

largest grants, are almost all'western and southern:*Tealjflg the

industrial states of the north and east to receive l!elatively small

allocations. Four of t.N most heavily industrialized states, New York, '

Illinois, Connecticut, and New:Jersey are at the same time the states

. with the smallest federal alloc4tiOns.
-- ,

. 0 ,.

Federal vocational` dollars per student enrolled run aAreater ',

a
. , . t, .:'

Q. ,_
, , .-

.

range', ,ie., from..599'in IndianA to. $12 in Montana.; Indiana's alio-
c, ,

0,

cation is larger than Montana's 1-Sy a4aqor.of':,.8125 'There is no , ,

. c4)
o ... 4.10, e

clear regional pattern in federal vocational-dolIeTwpev student.
.. ..

',"

Federal dollars per disadVantaged student %hdW:an'even far greater ---..

.
.

range; i.e., from $63.6 in Colorado to $23 in Alaska; Colorado's
..,,,

figure exceeds Alaska's by a factor of
v

27.65. Thq latter kind of
f e

1
'

discrepancy appears to reflect a certain vagarity in the identifi-
. ....,

.'.

catioh of-dfiadvantaged students, or, more distressidg, a Very uneven.

performance
,

,,,,.. J.

perfOrmance in"signing them 7 in vocational prograM. The same .

. ,

.

.
'd judgment also applies to the identification pr the enrolling

of the handicapped, The patterneof performance in the states with

gard to the andicapped is tighly:uneven and no particul'ar geot

,J
raphic,,pattern Is ap arent, A =

lac

3, and should .be read ogether. The left columnsTables III-21
t,

-_11U

'5

;
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of 111-2 and 111-3 repeat the data on federal allocations per capita in

the 50 states., In Table III -2, these allocations are related to personal

income tier capita, tax capacity of the states;, tax effort, unemployment

rate, -and percent of children in poverty. Table 111-3 relates

vocational allocations per capita to state, and local expenditures

for vocational education in per capita terms. Table 111-4 is a correlation

matrix of the above named variables. Levels of significance are shown

in parentheses.

From Table 111-4, we see that federal allocations are strongly

s
and significantly rel ted to personal income per capita .in a

ilt,negative direction. ewise, the federal distribution is ,related

negatively land significantly) to tax capacity (which, in turn, and

as we would expect, is related positively to personal income per

capita). Federal allocations are related negatively (and signifi-

cantly at the .05 level) to tax effort. This is not a wholly expected

finding -- to say, that is, that states that Ike a big tax effort

'get lesS federal money per capita. Federal dollars are related

negatively and with high significance to the rate of unemployment.

This says that if the federal government is trying to use its voca-
.:

tional dollars to combat unemployment, then'itiS sending those

dollars to-the wrong states.

Federal dollars are related positively to percent of _children

in poverty, but the reader may recall our earlier caveat about. the

blindness of the Orshansky'index to living costs iknorthern metro-

elitan areas. Federal dollars are not related significantly to

'percent of handicapped or disadvantaged students ir Vocational edu-
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Table 111-2

.....-

State

Federal V.E.

Allocations
Per Capita Rank

Personal

Income Per

Capita Rank

Tax>
Capacity

(U.S.=100) Rank

Tax
Effort

(U.S.=100) Rank
Unemploy-
ment Rate Rank

(rhildren
5-17

in poverty Rank

New Mexico 3.50 01.0 06505 44 093 '. 34.5 089 31.0 7.8 14.0 26.0 02.0
So. Carolina 446.45. 02.0 Q6242 49 077 49.0 osp 32,5 7.2 20.0 23.9 03,0
Utah 3.44 03.5 06622 40 086 42.5 096 20.5 5.3 40.0 08.0 50.0
No. Dakota- 3.44 3.5 07478 29 099 23.0 093 25.0 4.8 45.0 11.5 31.0
So. Dakota 3243 .- 05.0- 06841 36 091 37.0 090' 29.0 3.3 "51.0 13.1 . 25.5
VerMont 3.40 06.0 06541 43 'A84 44.5 121 04.5 7.0 23.5 17.8 12.5
Mississippi 3.35 07.0 05736 51 070, 51.0 095 22.5 7.4 17.0 32.6 01.0
Louisiana 3.34 08.0 06640 39 103 15.0 081 44.0 . 7.0 23.5 22,9 04.0
Alabama 3:30 09.0 06247' . 48 078 47.5 081 44.0 7.4 17.0. . 15.19 15.5
No. Caroliha 3.20 10.0 06607 42 084 44.6 086 ,Q34,5 E.9 355 17.8 12.5
Kentucky 3.19. 11.0 066).5- 41 ,090 38.5 084 38.0, 4.7 46.0 21.4 . 06.5
Maine 3.16 12,0 .06333 47' '074 50.0 125. 8.4 07.5 15.3 19.0
Georgia' 3.14 13.0 06700 38 4088 40.0 085

4.03.0

, 36.5 69 26.0 21.3 08.0
Wyoming 3.13 ( 14.5 09096 03' 147 02.0 082 41.0 3.6 50.0, 08.6 46.5
Tennessee 3.13 k 14.E, 06489 45 082 46.0 082 41.0 . 6.3" 30.0 20.5 09.5
Arkansas 3.12 : 16.0 06183. 50 078 47.5 079 47.0 616 27.0 21.4. 06.5
Montana 3.11 17.0 07051, 34 098 26:0 099 18.0 6.4 29.0 .12,5 28.0
Idaho' 3.1G 18.0 06813 17- 'OAT 11.0 095 22.5 5.9 35. 5 11.0 . 33.5
West. Virginia 3.014. 19.0 06456 46 090.. 38,5 090. 29.0 7.1 21.0 18.9 11%0
Arizona 2.97 20.5 07374 31 .093 s 34.5 110 10.0 8.2 - 10.5 16.8 14.0
Oklahoma 2.97 20,5 06951 35' . 102 18,5 072 50.5 , .0 . 43.0 14.6 22:0
Wisconsin '2.94 22.0 07597 *' 26 t .093 34.5 116 07.0' 4.9. 44.Q 09.4 43.0
Texas . 2.91 23.5 07697 23 113 .07%5 072 50.5 5.3 . 40.0 20.5 09.5
Virginia' 2:91 0.5 . 07624 - 25 093 34.5 090. -'29.0 5.a 40.0 13.7 24.0
Missouri' 2.90 25.0 07342 32 094' 31.0 083 . 39.0 5A 35.5 14.7 21.0,

Minnesota
,

, 2.89 26.0 .07847 19 098 26.0 115 68,0 5.1 42.0 45.0
Colorado 2.88 . 27.0 08001 17, . 104- ..' 13.0 096 120.5 6.2 31.5

.09.1

10.7 35.5
Indiana .2.86 28.0 07696 24 .098 26.0 082 41.0 5.7 38.0 09. 41,5
Nel3ragka 2.85 29.0. 07391 . 30 103 ,, 15.0 088 32.5 3.7 49.0 : 10. 38.5
New Hampshire 2.84 30.0 .07277 33 097 29.0 081 44.0 5.9 35.5 10. 38:5
Rhode Island "2.82 31.0 -07526 27 . 086 ' 42.5 112 0.0 8.6, 06.0 10.5 37.0
Ohio .

. 2.77 32.8 : 07812 21 102 18.5 078 ",,, 48.0 6.5 28.0 11.6 29:5
Iota -.2.75 33.0 '07873 16 103 15,0 : 092' 26.5 4.0. , 48.0 07.9 . 51.0

.

.

52
N



li O Table YII -2
(Continued)

0,

;State

Federal V.E.

Allocation
Per Capita Ran40%

-

Personal :

Income'Per
Capita "Rank

fax

Capacity

(U.S.--1001 Rank

Tax

Effort

(U.S.-100) Rank

.

.

U empl oy,

Rent-Rate Rank

% Children
5-17 .

in pbverty Rank

Kanps i'i,

Oregon
Michigan

Massachusetts

Pe6nsylVania
Washington
Florrda

Nawai4

Oe"Oware
Alaska

tiaryladd

Washington'TC
Cal ifornia

Nevada, .

New,Xork -

Illinois
Connect i cut

New' Jersey

-2.74

.2,74
2.71

. 2.64-

2.64

2:61.
,, 2.61

2.60
2.60.

,2.60 .

2.59

2.52
"2,42

2.40-

2.31

2.31

_ 2.25
2.20

34.5

34.5
36.0-
37;5

37.5
39.5

39.5
42.05

42.0
42.0
44:0
45.0
46.0

47.0
48.5

48.5

50.0

540

138001

07839
08442
'08063

07733
08450
07505
08380

08604
- 10851

08306 -
'10022
08850

., 090,32

0820
08745'

08914

08818,

16

20

11
15

22

10

28

12

09

01

13

02

06

04

)4
.

5

07*

105

098

101

094
, 09.4

100

098

109

122

143

, 102

120

110

151

,
102

114
1.13 -..

-111

.

12.0

26.0

21.0

31.0

31.0
22.01

26.0_

11.0

04.0'

03.0
18.5

05.0
10.0

01.0
18.5

06.0
07.5

09.0
.

085

100"
101

130

099'

101

v 080

120

086

109

109

103

121

077

.153'

092

094

097

36.5

16.0

14.5

02.0

18:0

14.5
46.0
06.0

34.5

11.5

11.5

13.0,

04.5
49.0

01.0
26.5

24.Q,

18.0:

4.1

7.4

8.2 1,

.8.1

7.7

8.8
.8.2 .10.5
7.3

,

-8
.
4 '07.5

. 9.4
6.1

9.7

8.2

7.0 ,t3.5

-. :9.1

6.2 .

,7.0
9.4

47.0

17.0

10.5

13.0

15.0
135.0

19.0

02.5

33.0
01.0

j0.5

04.0

31.5
2315
02.5

08.6
08.4

11.3

09,3
12.6
10.0

21.6 '

09.6
'' 10.4

15.9

1Q:7

15.7

13.8, ,
,

-11.0
13.1

15.1

08.4, .

' 11.6

46.5
48.5

32.0

44,0

27:0
40.0

05.0

41:5
37.0
'15.5

35.5
17.0

23.0
33.5

25.5
20.0

48.5
29.5

eocrel atlon
Coefficient. of* 1.0000
Fed V . E, a lib-.
cation per -

capita and
variable in
column

'

..

-. 7793

(P=. 001 )

.

....

, -, 5682

(P=.001 )'

.

,

-.2724

p=17).

i -
,

-.3912
r (1)=.002),

k .

,

".4646

's (P.,001)-

: c

Correlation .

Coefticient of ' T. opoo

rank of Fed' ,

V.E alloca-
tion Pe
capvta/ rank
Of variable
in column

0

, .

.. .

,

.

.

4

.001)

.,.."
b.'

.

, .

'e

-.70-.

(P=.001)

,

.

.

. = . 26

P.:...1334)

..

,r

:-.39

=.003),

".-

4

..

-

- ,

.42

AP,..002)'

.W.

5D

.

,
.

41,



Table 111-3

I)

.Federa1 V.E. :Federal V.E. State .81 Local Federal V:E. Al lo- State & LocalV.E. .

Allocations Expenditures V.E. Expenditures cations to Federal Expenditures t9 Federal
State 1 Per Capita ''Rank' Per Capita Rank- Per Capi.ta Rank V.E. Expenditutds V.E. Expenditures

Ntew Mexico 3.50 01.0 3.26 07.0 21.19 26
1 _
.-
074 6,50

So.- Carol ina 3.45 __02.0 '3.43 .05;0 44.45 02 1.006 12.96
Utah . 3.44 03.5 3.81 01,0 30:48 10 .903 8.00

. No. Dakota 3.44 ,' 03.5 3.21 10.0 22.63 22 r. 1.072 7.05
SD. Dakota ''3.43 05.0 3.13" 14.5 ,12:73 -- ,-46 1:096 4.07

.

Vermont 3.40' -.' 06.0 3.09 16.1 19.82 27' 1.100 ' 6.41
Mississippi, ' 3.35 07.0 3.44 04.0 18:65 35* .1974- 5.42 4,
-Louisiana 3.34 08.0 3.07 17.0 -14.67

..

43 1.088 4.78
o Alabama 3.30 09.0. 3.01 18.Q 1

a

6.64 37 1.096 5.53 -

No-Carolina' 3.20 10,0 3.20' 11.0 - 31.6.6 '08 1.000 9.89' ,-",c

Kentucky. 3.19 ` 11.0- 3.16. 13.0 19.71 28 .009 ' 6.24
Maine '3.16 12.0 3.-25 08.0 19.12 34 - .972 5.88
Georgia , _ - 3.14 13.0 263 34.0 19.64 29 1.194 ,. `7.47.
-Wyoming , 3..1.3. j 14.5 . - 2.91, , 20.5 12.08 49 1.076 . 4.15
Tennessee 3.13 14.5 2.88 '22.0 22.50 23 1.087 ' 7.81
Arkansas ., , 3.12 16,0 2:84 24.0 15.27 40 1.099

,...

,

,- 5.38
s

Montana 3.11 . 17.0 3.22 09.0 14.70 42 ,966 4.57
Idaho 3.1.0 18.0 ... 3,17 12.0 19.94 . . 36 .978 , 6.29 .

W. Virginia .3.01 -19-.0 .3;13, 14.5 . 19.16 33 .962. -6.12
.

.,. .

Arizona . 2.97' 20.5 . 2.86 23..0 - 15.19 - - 41,, 1.038 5:31
Oklahoma' 2'.97 20.5 2.92 19.0' 29.38. 13 1.017 "_ 10.06-
WiscOnsin -2..g4 ' 22.G, .33 28.0 32'.67 . 07 1.077 11.97
texas 2.51'. - 23.5 2.31 42.0 19.38 . 31 260 - 8.39
Virginia 2.91 23'.5 2.66. 31.5 25,36 18 ..094 . , 9.53
Missouri :2.90 25.0 -''V.6 27.0 - 16.36 38 . 1 051 " 5-.93 .

Minnetota 2.89 26.0- 2.78' 26.0 26.07 16, -1. 0. 9.38
Colorado . 2.88. . 27.0 ) 2:91 20.5 ,,=. 28.90 1-7 .99 -. , 9.,93 '

Indiana . 2.86 4 - 2q.'0.. . 2A., 37.0 12.56 40 1..104' 4.85 ..

pebraska '2.85 29..0 ' 2.67 - 29.-5 18,88 , 44, 1..067 - - f 7.07
,

New Nampshirie. '21.134 -30.0 2.65: 33.0 - 1264 ' 47 1.072, '4.37
Rhdde Island I 2.82 31.0 2.67 29..5 27.80' , 15 1.056 . 10.41 -
Ohio.. ' 2.77 .32.8 ', 2.61 36.0 .29.98 12 , 1,061' . ' 11.49
Iow56 2.75 .33,0 2.66. 31 :5 21.72 25-, .1.034 ' - , 8.17
Kansas -2.N74 34.5 - 2.27 .'43.0 - 16.09 - 39 1.207' '''` 7.09

,.. ) , ,,,., ... A 57"
a. A



TabAc III-3

(Continued)

State

Federal V.E
Allocations
Per Capita

2.74
2.71

2.64

\ 2.64
-' 2.61

, 2.61

2.60
2.60

.2.60
2.59'

, 2,52
2-.42

2.40 '47.0

2.31

2.31

2.25

220
.

_

.

i

.

.

,
'

.

_

Rank

,34.5

36.0

37.5

37.5

39.5

39.5

42.0
42.0

42.0

44.0

45.0

46.0

48.5
443.6

50.0

51.0

.

:

Federal-V.E
Expenditures

Per Capita

2.83
r 1.66

2.22

-2.04 '48.0
-.3.39,

MO
2.43

2.54'
3.52

3.52

2.36

.2:6i

2.47

2.00 .

1.42'

2.26

2.22

.

;

Rank

25.0
50.0
45.5

06.0
47.0
40.0
.38.0

G2.5
02.5
41.0
35.0

39.0
49.0
51.0
-44.0

455

t

State
VE

-

.

.

& Local
Expenditures

Per Capita

8.74 \
24.36
42.32 .

22.85
:39.79

45.16
13.68
36.14
27.99

25.23

6.23

38.77 %

19.60
30.59

30.4.3

19.29 .

22.12

6'

*
I

.

4

,._-----

Rank

.50

20

03

21'

04

01

45

06-

14

-19

51

05

30

09

.11
. 32

, 24

.

----

Federal V.E. Allo-
cations to Federal
V.E Expenditures

968
1.633

: 1.189
1.294

.770

1:243
1.070

.

1.024 '

.739

.736

1.068
.927

.

.972_
1.155,".

1.627 '

.996.

) .991 =

.

I

y

1

State & Local V.E.
Expenditures to Federal
V.E Expenditures

3.09 ,

14.67

19.06

.1...L20 .

11.73

21.50 - .

5.63

14.23 -

7.95
. 7.17

2.64 . . .

i- 14.85

7.94 .,

15.30.,

, 21.43,-

8.54

9.96
.

l

1 '

t
.

4. ''

Oregon

Michigan
Massachusetts
Pennsylvania
Washington
Florida
Hawaii
`Delaware

Alaska .

Maryland
Wa5bington DC
California
Nevada
New York
,Illinois

Connecticut I

..New Jersey

4 -

-am

.

,

r

'.

:
.

.

,,

.

,--

. .

-

.

.

,

I)

,

,

.

.

.

.

, e

°

.

.

% ,

, 59
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A

Sources-for Tables 111-2 and 111-3
- 4

1. From Conditions of Vocational Education, 1980fecieral allocations and
.expenditureS, state and local expenditures (except for Washington State
figure.-- which was taken, from that state's own financial report), number

of handicapped and diadvaptaged students.

2. From Statistical Abstract, 1980, personal-income, population, unemployment,
pertentages of children in poverty.

3. From "Tax Wealth pl Fifty States ," tax cap°acity.and tax effort.

1

_

le

;

60



4,"

Correl-itiori Coefficients for Interstate Variables

AL. 50 states
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Federal V.E. Allo-
cations-Per Capita ,

f.00 -.78

(.001)

-.57

(.001)

-:27

(.027)

-.39.

(.002)

.46

('.001)

.03

(421)
.13

(.180)

-.19

(:193)

Personal Income
Per Capita 7

.85-

.001).

,

:24

(.044)

.28

(.021)

L.52

(.001)

-.20

(.085

-.05

(.37,0),

..08

(.29,)

Tax Capacity,
.

,

-.08
(.295)

.04

(.389)

-.39
(.002)

-.22 °

(.067)

-.004

(.489)

-.06

(.338)

Tax Effort .
.

''.43

(.001)

-:24,

1:042)

-.05
(.355)

.06

(.348)

-.21-,.

(.070)(.070)-

,,

Unemployment Rater
. ,
s.,

'

,

21-
-(.074).

.....oq

j.284)
.10

(.234)'

.24

(.047)

.

Concentration
of Pbverty

- -
_

...

-
' .

.

. .
.

.04

(.388.)-

.21

°(.069)

.01

(,.470)

Percent Handicapped -" .

_

.

f
.

. ,,,.

.37

(.004)

:-.._14

(.173))

.

('in Vac' Ed) .

Percent Disadvant-

aged (in Voc Ed)

7

-

.

-

...

.

.

,,

-:14

.173-)

-State & ..1 ocal V. E.

Expendres...
Per Capita K

.

,.

.
,

.
.

-,
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c
v.

, .
..

.-..cation.., Given the-emphasis placed on serving target populations.in the

_1976 legislation, this is a disturbing finding. Feder dollars. are

negatively relatethto state and local,expenditures per capita,,but
,

the 'level of significance is marginal.
.,
,

,

What' can we say in. summary of the pattern of distribution

., .
.- .

affOrded
\
by the federal formula in vocational education? Clearly

..
,

the formula does not work as an incentive grant,..a, The- distribution
. ,,

, ,

is relpted,negatively to the tax effort of the states (hig ly

ficant) and.negatively to state and local expenditures,per apita*

5-

for vocational education (marginally significant). Furthermore, and

recalling the emphasis placed on giving occupational training to the

disadvantaged and handicapped in the 1976 Amendments, it, is especially

,instructive 'to note that there is no 'Significant xelationship between

* the pattern of funds distribution and the enrollment of disadvantaged

s 6

students in vocational education nor between funds and the enrollment
s

. of handicap* students,

For eXample, South Dakota gets a, relatively, largeamant of

federal fundS per capita .($3.43) and has less than five percent of
.

.-0, ,?..

its children flymg in families' hat receive public assistance.
4

Washihgton..D.C, is'provided,anuch smaller amount of federal funds

per capita ($2.52) but has,?7 percent of its resident - children living

in families'on welfare. ( "Proportion of Special ) eecis. Students by

StateSi" Statistical Hi h ht, Washington, D.C., National Center...
.-. , , ,

for Educational* Statisti , December, 1980, O. 1.)

On the other 'hand, the formula gives favorable treatment to

States that rank Tow in aVerage per capita income, that have

fe:4 k

A

6 3

°

48



a high concentrtibn of children in povertj(as measured), and that

rank low in tax capacity, In terms- of these factors, the formula

has a strong bias toward equalization of resources. At the same time,

the formula gives favorable treatment to states 'that have low rates

of unemPloyment. ,As Table kII-4 reveals, this paradox is easily ex-
.

plained: income per capita and unemployment rate are,positively

correlated to a statistically significcant degree. The prevailing

economic structure of the states lays a choice before the federal

government. It can use its Vocational education 'grants to promote

economic growth in the low income states of, this country. These

are mainly to be found in the south and the - southwest and they

are new in.a rapid state of industrializatiOn. This, let us say.,

is the main dieection of the 'present policy., Or the federal govern=

ment Can use its grants to reduce rates of -UnemprOyment in states

where'thoserates are 'high by nationaclstandards. The are states

. tha were in us ria ize otig ago an now on am arge ur an con-
.

. .

centrations of minority people. They are chiefly to be found in

the northeast and northoentral parts of the country. As,-.long as

the federal government is committed to'giving all the states some-

0).

thing out of a rather small total" ppropriation, it is hard to see
,

.

., ,... . ...

.
.

how both of theie Objectives can be served well.
.

.

**

;
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CHAPTER IV.

DISTRIBUTION PROCEDURESASED BY STATES TO ALLOCATE VEA
FUNDS TO. ELIGIBLE RECIPIENTS.

This chapter on intrastate distributions follows t 'general form

of Chapter III, which dealt With the dis,tribution o AEA funds from the

'Federal government tothe states. We offer first an analysis of the

distributional procedures now called formulas, that states use to pay

VEA money oyer.to local educational agent, (LEAs) and otheraeligible

recipients (OERs). 'Then, in Chapter V, we examine the results1 of that

disyibution process iii a sample of the states, taking into account the

characteristics (size; wealth, income level; unemployment rate, etc.)

of the various LEAs and OERs in those sample state.

The reader will quickly note 'tnai this chapter is far.longer than

Chapter III anc(the material in it much more detailed. This reflects'

in part the fact that within-State distributiondl.patterns are much more_
. . ,

complicate:Ito deal with than the national distributions, but also the

fact that the present topic stands as a major tomponentof.PONVER's

,contract. Actually, we were charged to create a taxonomy of formulas
- ,

,,for the whole fifty states and to delineate the nature of each state's

VEA formula within that taxonomy. Obviously, this summary report has no

place for the detailed analysis of fifty state formulas.

*
. t

.

.

See C.S. Benson, E.G. Hoachlander,and R.S. Polster, Analysis of
Distribution Procedures Used by Statesto Distribute Federal Funds for
Vocational Education, Berkeley: Project or NationaT Vocational EdUca0on
Resources, School of Educatigs,Universify of California, a report
prepared for the National Institute oflducation; 1980.

.65
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THE BACKGROUND OF FORMULA DEVELOPMERT

0 6 51

Probab14, no other aspect ofthe 1976 Amendemnts has generated more

cohtrbversy, confusibn, and frustration than the general _issue of how0

states are to distribute funds to eligible recipients., Almost four

years after passage of the 1976 AmendMents, clear federal guidelines

have not yet been established, and every state pperatescunder great

uncertainty as to whether it is complying with federal law.,Regulations

, and guidelines issued to date have been amgibuous, confused, and contra-
.

dictory. Procedures apprOved one year have been disapproved the next

only to be apOroyed,tgain.

-In' this first sectiop of this chapter we offer a general overview,

concentrating on th e specific provisions affecting the distribution of

funds and identifying the issues that have impeded the developmeht of
, le
workable procedures: These issues include 1.)' the meaning. of "non-

uniform" dis &ibtition among Oplicants, 2) the de:Pinition of distri

butiona criteria, 3) the determination of distribution mechanisms and
a.

4) .thejnterpretatip of the,senside provisions. In the.next section:
as

,

we analyse tie 'actual procedures that the states,have adopted.

.. , By fe*r, qie bulk of this chaplei: entrates on individual state
f 0 , 0.

0

systems and'the strengths4nd weaknesses of various approaches that

.t

states have edoptedelorqistributing federal funds. We are very crit-
. .. .. 4.

icale We Kaye found-no state
.
that

.
has desfgfled.-procedures free of

,-.

matheNtcail. er+o6e,rbitrary judgments, questionable interpretations
.

.
. .:,

'Of federal law and regulations, and inaccurate Or inappropriate data.. _
.

'Nevertheless, we find it diffiddlt to fault individual states. As will

* become apparent in the sections that follow; federal leadership has

s.

. -Or
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Been woefUily,inadeouaie7 The Office o#4ocational and Adult Educatio

(OVAE) has been unable tb deiine unambiguous criteria and td, design
al

clear procedures for-.distributing federal funds. A Ortiel explanation

for this 'failure. is apparenqxir4dequateexpertise for analyzing and

designing scho finance systems. However, greater technical proficiency.

at OVAE cannot rem much of the ambiguity. Clearer directions are

needed from Congress. Present.iegislation is irresolvably vague on

several important its.sues. Moreover, the, legislation pursues too many

objectives w-ith ,too fewlinstruments and too little Xteniton to which

""' Objectives have prio ity. .Untsuch problem'are "resolved at the

federal leyel, stte,respanses are likely to continue to reflect a

Cr!potic State"of disirray. .

Achieving "Non -form" Distributions,

A major change*of,the 1976 Amendments was the pravision of more ex-.

plicit requirements for distributing. funds. The 1968Amendments had in-, 11- . .

,.

stiiFtelLstatesILgikeauacaalidetltian_to tie ce51115 of

evaluations, to the relative need for...vocational education among dif-
,

ferNt popUlation subgroups, to the felative ability of school'districiS::

to provide resources, and to the,excess.Costs of'vbcational programs.
Vb.

Yet, such provisions hO'proven inadequate. Fir example, the House

.- Committee an Educatipn and Labor reported.;

,

From our oversight of the [vocational educatipn] Program:turing
the Tast two years", we have found that these requirements,are
too general in nature to carry out the intention of Congress
which was to provide additional resources tohose school diS=.
tricts and agencies most.-in need of those -resources to provide
programs,(House of ,Representatives, Report, No. 941085, May 4,
1976, p. 33).

;
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Similarly, the Se nate Committee on Labor and Public welfare_ noted:

Existing law prohibits the allocation of funds among eligible
applicants in a manner which fails to take into account the statu

-

tory criteria for allocation, such as the matching of local expen-

ditures at a uniform percentage ratio. The purpose of such a pro-

: vision was to require State boards to, take into account the rela-

. tive needs of applicants for ederalfunds, and theirelative
ability to tch such funds, in relation to other appliCants within
the State. spite this provision, a number of states allocate
funds among's hool districts,on the. basis-of a flat formula, with-
out taking relatiVe need or ability to pay intoaccount (Senate,
Report, No. '94882, Pia, 14,3.9W6, p. 71).

,

In the 1976 A6ndments, the Congress clearly states thaehenceforth'

uniform distribution of federal funds to eligible recipients is unaccep-

table :

. . .'the State will not allocate such funds among eligible
recipients within-the State on the basis of per.; cap'i'ta enroll

ment or through matching of local expenditures on a uniform
percentage basis '(P.L. 94482, Sec. 106(a)(5)(B)(ii)).

Instead, state administr ations are to direct federal funds to local

agencies.most'in need of additional 'resources. "Need," in' this instance,

- takes several forms.' Thus, the Congress directs,

that the State shall; in considering the approval of such appli-
catfons [for funds], give priority to those applicants which

(i) are located in economically depressed areas and areas
with high rates of unemployment, and are unable to phvide the
resources necessary td meet the vocational education needs of
those areas without Federal assistance, and

(ii) propose programs which are new to the area to be served
and. which are designed to meet new and emerging manpower needs
and job opportunities in tht area, and, where relevant, in the

'-State and the Nation . . (P.r. 94482, Sec. 106(a)(5)(A)).

While'more explicit than the 196dAMendments, thdse directions remain.
.

,ambiguous. Whatconstitutes an "economically depressecr,area or a,

"high" rate of unemployment id defined, and liberal interpretations

have enabled some states- to label almost'all recipients "economically

depressed. ". For exaMple,*of 62 counties in New YOk," all blittWO

s (

G f5

5j-

S.
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Dutchess and Tomkins are defined by the 1979 Annual Plan-as econom-

ically depressed.

Further weakening the Abilitvof the two criteria trl target funds

's the lack of any strong correlation between location in an economically

depressed area and location in an,_area with "new and emerging manpower ,-

needs." Indeed, one might expect the second to be more characteristic

"of economically vigorous communities with high rates of growth and low,

unemployment. one criterion may.sw.ell be offsetting the other,
00, .

effectively permitting uniform distribution-of federal funds despite

specific criteria for targeting. Such a possibility needs to be ver-

ified by empirical analysis, but even without hard datao.it is easy to

see how the two criteria could be used to cast a large net that would

include most, if not all, localities.

PeraOs'atticipating such difficulties, the Congress specified fur-

ther criteria:

. . the'State shall, in determining the amount of,, funds avail-
able under this Act which shall be made available to those appli-
cants approved for funding, base such distribution on economic,
social and demographic factors relating, to the need for vocational
education among various populations andthe various areas of the
State, except that

(1) the State will use as the two most. important factors in
determining this distributon.(0_in the case of local educational
agencies, the relative-Tiriancial ability of such agencies to provide
the,resourcesmecessary to meet the need for vocational education
in the areas they service ancL the relative number or concentration
of lowincome families or individuals within such agencies, and
in the case of other eligible recipients, the relative financial
ability of such recipients to provide the resources to initiate or
maintain vocational education programs to°meet the needs of their
students and the relative number or .concentretion ofstudents'whom
they serve whose education-imposes higher than average costs, such-
es handicapped students, students from lowincome families, and
students from families in which English is mint the dominant language,

(p.L.94482, Sec. '1Q (6)(5)(6)(i)).
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Here again, the language is much more specific than previous law. but an

important question remains unanswered. Are these criteria to be applied

after a local agency has'been identified as eligible by the ,previous

-two criteria location in an economically depressed area br proposing

programs for new and emerging manpower needs? Or, are they be applied

independently with. additional money going' to localities with low financial

ability regardless of need based on Other-criteria? Does,the law require

an approval process, by which eligibility is iirst based on high unemploy=L

ment and low financial ability, or does it merely require a proces by

which either high unemployment or low financial ability are sufficient

for eligibility? A process in which eligibility is determined by meeting

any one of several criteria will distribute funds more broadly and

uniformly, than a process, requiring that all criteria be satisfied.

Indeed, the former process if *likely to lead to an outcome in which all,

applicants receive some funds, and depending on the weights,asstgned to

4
each criterion, capita distribution.,

. Is it legal to fund all applicants in this way? OVAE has said yes.

In the March 1980 draft of its Policy Manual for Federal ocational Edu-

cation Fund Distribution, the Office states:

Atales may distribute Federal VEA funds ta'all applicants.. Al-
t ough P:L. 94482 describes separate approval/selection.and funding
st ges, there is nothing in the Law or Regulations to prohibit
a State from funding all applicants. Where all applicant are
funded, States can use a combined prioritizing and funding pro-
dess, as Tong as the two most important factors (1) relative finan-
cial ability and (2) low-income families (for LEAs) or (2) high

cost

.
' students (for other eligible recipients) individually receive the

greatgst weight in' the process. (BOAE Informaliton Manual for
Federal Vocational Education State grant Fune Distribution Pro-
cedures, March 1980, p. 6).

.
. , . LI
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/.0VAE also gives states the option of using a twostage process of approval

and funding but does not require it.

,Despite BOAE"s assertion that it.is legal to distribUte funds to

all applicants, much doubt remains. Rep ting on the 1976 legislation

to amend the Vocational.EducationAct, the Senate. Committee on Labor and

PUblic Welfare states that the purpose of these,cHteria are to help

. States make "hard choices" about whom to fund, implying that only the

neediest applicants areto receive fund5:

The Committee hopes that the specific proviSions for the
eligible recipient applications wil provide the State board

with the necessary information to ma e hard cholces among com-
peting applications for scarce Federal funds.

However, even this statement is ambiguous because the report continues:

. . . Of course, successful ongoing prograMs should continue '

to receive assistance, However, with the ddlvelo men+

voc. .. . II-14 arcs compe jng or invited dollars, State boards

-may have to decide'to fund. new and innovatiVe-programs, allowing

.
State ant local funds to pick up the costs of some operational
programs.

:

562

0

Short of more.explicit.legislatibmZhe question of whether all applicants-

may receive some federal, funds cannot be answered. A clear response has -

import,policy implications, effecting not only what types of distribution
I --,

,proCedures ak.aporopriate t also the effectiveness of Congress'

'efforts to target resources where needs are greatest.

II. Criteria Affect:Funds Distribution

While it is unclear whether Congress intended al applicants to

receive-federal funds, there is no doubt that it, intended some to-receive

more than others. Applicants with large'popillations of handicapped and

2
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disadvantaged students, poor areas with high unemployment and difficulties

in providing vocational edutation programs, and areas with new and

emerging training opportunities are all to receive Priority in distributing

federal funds to eligible recipients. Howeier, the legislation offers
. .

'little guidance on operational definitions of, these objectives, or the.
,

'weight each is to receive. Each criterion deserves some'disdussiom
,

A. 'Location
-e

tion fn an Economically Depressed Area. States have enjoyed
,

.

Much discretion in defining economically depressed areas, fang have em-,
,

"

ployed the criteria used to designate areas under the Public Works and

Economic DeyelopMent Act, criteria so broad that most areas of the state

qualify. In its,proposed policy manual' on funds distribution, OVAE does
4

not expliditly outlay this practice and instructs states to define

epressed areas in Annual Program Plum. Henceforth,

,states must include in'their definitions measures of unemployment rates

- and inability to provide resources for vocational'education programs.

Thus, OVAE encourages states to abandon dichotomous variables and to

employ continuous variables that will force states to recognize that

some areas are more economically depressed than others. .Implicit in.
these* directions is the requirement that, among localities designated as

economically depressed, states allocate greater resources to, those with
4.

greater needs. .

However, such a requirement is never explicitly stated, and the

A
Manual subsequently waffles and begs the question. It instructs states

to adopt one of two approaches in approVing applications., First, a

state may fund only those applicants in economically depressed areas by

ranking them according to need and using a "cutoff mark" tb determine

.72
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eligibility. The cut-off point is never defined, nor are states given

_any guidance as to how to determine it.I Sedonii, states may fund all

applicants and include depressed areas as a "weighted" factor in the

distribution forndla.OVAE provides no instructions as to how this is to

be done on what "weighted." means in operational terms.

B. New Programs. Similar ambiguities plague the definition. of

programs designed.to meet new and emerging manpower needs. The intent
.

of the requirement seems clear -, namely todiscourage localities from
1

continuing to operate outdated or unnecessary training programs and to

anticipate labor market. needs that might cause shortages in the absence.

of adequate numbers of trained workers. Such an interpretation is

consistent with other sections of the Act that stress program planning
. 0

based on careful assessment of current and future _needs for particular

job skills (see, for example, Sec. 107(b)). Unfortunately the emphasis

on "new" programs and OVAE's literal interpretation of the word creates

incentives that potentially.contradict.the broader aim for sound planning

that matches training to expected labor market conditions. Thus, too'

literal an interpretation would declare ineligible a locality that

.9

sought to expand-an existing program to meet emerging new demands for

workers with those particular skills: By OVAE's definition, and indeed

the language of the legislation itself, such a pr:ogram only qualities if

it is "new to the area." Similarly, an existing program that is radical-19

reorganized. for exampe,.redesigned to (Ise updated new equipment and
9

.

corriculum at substantial additional costs -- would not qualify for

federal fgndihg under a strict interpretation of the "new program"

.

criterioh.

ti

NJ'

9



vJ

.

Such butcomes are clearly inconsistent With concerns expressed

elsewhere,in the legislation. The Act begins with a declaration of

purpose that leaves no doubt that Federal funds are intended, among

other aims, to help States extend and improve existing programs, but the

later entphas.is on new program's as one of only two criteria for approving

applications, discourages sensible planning. Instead,`such heavy priori)y

on "newness" may encourage potential recipients not only to rush into

poorly developed programs for the sake Of doing something new, but also

to design elaborate new disguises for 91d programs that do not change at

all.
to

.

The extent of such practices requires empirical analysis:- Regard--

less of empirical findings, however, the emphasii'on new programs is

mispIced. Not only is it a poor criterion for encouraging localities

to use existing resources efficiently but also it unfairly -rewards'

localities with the most limitellEofferings. It is much more difficult

for a.large recipient with a widely varied program to develop new ones,

though it may be important to expand existing Ones.. As written; the

legislation Is unnecessarily 'inflexible on this point.

C.. Relative Financial Ability. One ofthe "two most important:'
.

.

factors afTecting funds distribution, relative financial ability has two .

-
possible meanils, ea-cording to the,VEA Regulations. First, it may be

defined as local property wealth,per capita, a measure similar to those
.

tied in school finance formulas seeking to neutralize the influence of

tax base disparities on spending,for education. Alternatively, it may

0 be defined. as total local tax effdYt, per capita local tax revenges

divided by local per capita income. This latter measure, one of the,
O

0.
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criteria affecting allocations of federal revenue sharing, recognizes

that property taxes are ultimately paid out of current income. Measuring

the burden relative to income thus provides a better indicator of ability

to pay than a measure of assessed value pel" capita. Assessed value per

capita ignoresgpot only revenues actually generated, but also variations

in burden relative to local ,differences in the distribution of income.

Despite the superiority of the tax effort measure, OVAE urges

states touse,property 'wealth per capita to determine-relative financial

ability. .The Office argUes that a measure of.total tax effort is too

A
difficult.to implement. Two major, problems impede implementation.

,

First, in many states,' the jurisdiction responsible for education is not

. geographically coterminous with 6thd jurisdictions-responsible for '1-

- .

. other services. Consequently, aggregates of tax revenues for all local

services are very difficult to calculate, Secohd, in many sates, there

are no current.; accurate ieasures oflocal,income for school districts.

Typically, states ldvying,ihcome taxes can calculate distributions of

income for counties and municipalities, but uniess-school district

boundaries coincide w/th :these jurisdictions, distributions for-school

districts cannot be determined. A, few stiees-have:-solved this problem

by requiring taxpayers to inclUde on their tax returns the fiame of the-.

school district in which they reside. Others have developed trict

boundaries; the programs permit easy and reasonably accurate estimates
o

of income distributions for school districts.' In short, several states

are capable of calculating' per capita income for school districts, and
.

OVAE could encourage, or.indeed require, that these states use per

- capita income in measures of relative finincial ability.

41*



SI

OVAE has prohibited states from emplOying assessed value per student,

ADA or ADM, as a measure of relative financial ability. Such measures
4

fail to recognize that age distributions vary 'greatly among. jurisdictions.

Consequently, districts with relatively,ew school age children may
;

enjoy a fiscal advantage in proViding educational services, but.this

advantage is Offset by greater difficulties inftnancing other public

services in greater demand by adults, especially, the elderly. Further,

measures employing ADA or ADM tend to penalize districts with large

I
private school populations, high rates of absenteeism, and rapidly

declining enrollments, Such places have relatively higher fixed costs
.[

for education. Thus, tax base per capita is a superior measure, more

.neutral with respect to demands for non-school services and variations

in. fixed costs. A_
. .

. e

Regardless that the.use :of a bier capita measure is superior, the

measure is difficult for many states to calCulate accurately. Mot

states do oot have data on the residentiWatiOn of school districts.

Such data are available from the decennial census, but they become

quickly dated. Only where school districts are coterminous with mun-

icipalities or counties can states secure accurate counts of resident

population. OVAE recognizes this difficulty and permits states that can

substantiate their inability to' secure population data to substitUte

assesse0 value per student. The vast majority do employ this proxy.

D. Low - Income Families. The second of the two "mostiMportant"

factors determining fuhds diitributjon is the "relative number or con-

centration:Of low-income families or inavidual§ within such agencies."' .

The major unresolVed quistion regarding this criterion is relative to

bi.
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wkat the number of low-income families relative to the total population

of the LEA, or the - of ToW-income.fanilies relative to the total

number oflow-income families in the state? OVAE has opted for the

former, a choice that can lead to some rather perverse outcomes unless

variables are carefully adjusted for the size of the LEA. fo see Why,

consider the extreme case of a.state with only two districts of vastly

different size. One has a population of 100,000, of whom 800 are low-
.

income individuals. The second has a population of 1,000, of whom 800 -

are low-income. Thui, the concentration of low- income individuals '

relative to'tie population of the district is 20 percent-and 80 percent,

respectively. By OVAE'§ rule, funds are to be directed to the second

.,district, despite the fact that over 85 percent of the state's,population

of low-incom individuals resides in the first.

The critical question hers whethpr the criterion is intended to

direct funds td individuals or geographic areas. OVAE's Procedure directs .-

funds to areas,withthe possibility that very sizable numbers of target

populations will receive little special Assistance. further, on the
- ,

.

very reasonable aSsumption*that Population heterogeneity increases. with

_ size, a procedure that measures proportions of target populations within

LEAs irevitablpfavors small jurisdictions. There may be somejustifi-,;

cation for this practice. If it can be shown that hi.gh.condentrations

of target populatipns within LEAsproduces.higher costs-per student,

. . .

some adjustment iscalled far. However, if the problem is that,target

populatiOns generally require more costly programs,,regardless of where

they reside, 'then'distributing `funds the basis. of numbers. relative2,, .

the state totals woUld-be more, equitable 'and effectiCre.

,oe
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A .second difficulty affecting theimpqempntation ofthis criterion_

ig the lack of data that are sufficiently disaggregated,to target funds

precisely. Where states maintain income data only, at the county 16e1,

the numberof low2.income'iddividuals within LEAs within each county can

only be obtaihed by pro-rating county totals among districts. Typically,

pro-rating is based on the distributioh-tf the county's total pcipulation

among LEAs., Thus, to'the extent that target population's are not evenly

distributed in relation to the total population, size LEAs are penalized

while others are favofed. As was noted above, several states have pro-
.

cedures for obtaining pore accurate measures of school district income

distributions and OVAE could be urging universal adoption of these, pro-
.

Fedures.

E. Above Average Costs. Many LEA's eligible for federal funds

receive no local revenues, and are wholly supported by state funds.

Hence, conventional measures of relative financial ability are not.
--

4 applicable, and where states allocate equal amounts per 'student, the

criterion has no relevance.at all. However, in such instances, the law

directs states to consi.der'"the relatie number or concentration of

students whose education,impohs higher than average -costs, such as

handicapped students+, students from low- income families, and students
, .,

from families inwfillh En sh is not the domina,nt language." Here

- OVAE has iflterpret lative". to mean concentrations within

f 4

institutions rather than the size of theLEA target population relative

to the state total. The practice has the same problems as those dis-

cussed' above.

4

78

63



tY

Additionally, OVAE presumes that LEAs do. in fact incur above average

costs in educating these studentt. TrIe Office instructs states to count

students; it does not require evidence that such costs are jncorred or
ra 4

that additional funds bp.sed on such counts are actually to be spent on

students identified.' The failure to insist on direct evidence of above-
.

average costs may ignore important differences among LEAs. ?Costs are

likely/7o vary substantially -- by factors of two or more -- among types

of students and types of services offered. Simple pop lation count's are

crude measures at best; at worst, they signify nothing.

a.

F. Ueighting Criteria. Assuming these criteria could be clearly

defined and accurately measured, the problem would remain as to how each

should be weighted in determining the distri ution of funds. On this

point, the legislation is extremely vague. States are directed o "givb

priority to" or consider 'most important" various factors, but these

phrases have no ope'rational meaning. Until-Fall 1979,, the regulations

simply repeated the languageof the law and provided no additional

insight.. The draft of OVAE's policy manual issued in flarch 1980, fails

to offer any guidance other than to specify which factors must receive

the "greatest" weight. 7Presumably, a formula giving weights of .26 to

two variables, relative, inancial ability and number -Of low-income

individuals, and weights of .24 to two others is legal for there is_ no

specified minimum by which the weights of these factors must exceed

those of, others.

-A more fundamental question is whether it is appropriate at all to

try io.solVe a number of different objectives simultaheously through ar-
,

.

, ,

bitrary .weighting schemes. An aTternative.approach is.to prioritize ob-
.

. and devote resources to realizing the first before proceeding

W
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to the second. Thus:, Congress might specify,that federal fun are to

be used first to eliminate vocational education Wending disparities

produced by differences in relative financial ability. If resources

remain after that objective is satisfied, they might then be applied to

compensating fOr above average costs of educating spetial students. If

some federal funds still remained, they might then be applied to supporting

programs -aimed at, new labor market needs.. Despite ttlp relatively small

proportion of vocational educati5 dollars that federal funds represent,

such prioritizing may not be far= fetched.-Some states, after all, have

already achieved substantial expenditure equalizatiorthrough school fi-

nance ref&m, arid in these states the criterion of relative financial

ability has no meaning.

'III, Distribution Mechanisms.

Prior to the 1976 Amendments, states distributed funds to eligible

recipients in a wide variety of ways. State plans rarely describe the

distribution procedures preciseljr, and it is practically impossible to

reconstruct the distribution mechanisms actually used. However, generally.

one of two types'ar procedures was adopted. Funds were, distributed

either on the basis of applications for grants to support proposed

projects or on the basis of g predetermine,-entitlement. Under the

first, eligible recipients submitted.a project proposal and budget which

was reviewed by the,state adthinistration and approved, modified; or

rejected. All those_elltfbIe did not necessarily receive funds, and
o

state officials enjoyed substantial discretion iri determining what

projects would be approved. Under the second, state officialS determined

an e'ntitlement:for each eligible recipient, -Which then submitted an



application against the funds. The entitlement might be based simply on

a flat amount per student for each recipient or it might attempt, by

mathematical formula or,administrative adjustment, to vary entitlements

among recipients depending on need or other criteria.

Although the 1976 Amendments explicitly forbade uniform distribu-

dons, the legislation did not preclude states from continuing to employ

either -of these approaches. Henceforth, states would'be required to

apply the various criteriadiussed in the previous section to either

the entitlement.or project based distribution. ,The legislation nowhere

specified how these criteria were to be applied, and indeed the regulations

do little to clarify the type of mechanisms states are to employ. For

the most part, the regulatio

the language of the Act.

issued in October 1977, merely repeated

However, in- Appendix B of the Regulations, a' peculiar word appears:

Question No. 1: WO what part of the Act does the Section 106(a)(5)
funding formula apply? .

Answer: The section 106(a)(5) fundingformula must be applied to
all Federal funds distributed under sections 120, 134, 140 and 150.
,(Federal Register, Vol. 42, No. 191; October 3, 1977, p.

53865, emphasis added)
.

. "Formula" appears nowhere in the Act and is used only once in the main°

body of the.Regulations referriog to.the computation of expenditures 01

for personS with limited English-speaking ability (Federal Register,

Vol. 42, No. 191, Monday,.October3,..1977, Article 104.313(0, p. 53841):

Seemingly, while never explicitly stating the 110irement, without.

providing a single example, of how the computations were to be performed,

without offering agy,gUidance as to what variables Were tb-be included

.1
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'and how they shOuld ba weighted, OVAE had intended states to employ ai
i 1'

formula to distribute -federa) funds". Yet it. i s-odd to relegate such
,

Yet

formidable requirement to orie sentence in, the appendix to fprty-three

pages of 'detailed regulations. How were states expected -to implement
.

the requirement for di stribbting -funds by folmul a? - The question, has
, , . . . ...-, , .

been at the center 'Of four years of regblatory f.d.e&ate between OVAE and the.., ro
:

J

State tigenci es overseeing ng the' di siiri butioq., of :funds.. . .', .
. . . , . 4 ,. ' :

, .

What .precisely is 111. eant. b/the%ferm 'fOr'mula"i° T.hough, the Regul a-
...-

' ,

tions offer few hints, we take-the ,term ,t.o mean' a c)-earlY delineated,
, , ,

method. :- usually though not- necessarily mathematical -- fbr allocating
, - ,

_ funds. Its chief feature is "that it makes explicit and replicable each
u

-

step in the al location proipss. 'deafly, it. should produce th4 'seine
," .!.

outcome regardless of who performs tbe required computations; 'the need. ,
- '

A A.

.r.o7-. subjective judgment is minimized'. and its influenCe tempered:
.
At the-

..3 -.
very least,' an outsider ought to be able to Ioll'oli and u'rxiersfand how a

pa:rtictilar outcome was produced.

911,

To emplOy a'formula ,effectively and 'fairly, there are Some' additional .. 6

criteria that it 'should strive to Meet:

. A. Definitional Taritx Each of. the variables employed in the
-

forformulas the "criterli a,governiigg funds distribution -- must be

;`..

recipients within '''.each'. state,-"and °perhaps among states as well= Each4.'..-
Variable should:strive to reflect Or 'measufe accurately the intended

. clearly defined. The definition should apply,_ uniformly among eligible

phendffienon.

\.
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B, Ease of Understanding. In one sense,-a formula 'works" if it .

produces-the outcome intended by the controlling legislation. Hence,

one might argue that it is necessary only to understand the outcome.

. .

rather than the-procedures that produces it. However, of the intended

outcome is not realized -- perhaps because objectives conflict or perhaps
4"

because mathematical or statistical errors have been made --: and it is

important to be'able easily -to identify the source of the problem. More

.4portantly, there is not always consensus on the ledislalive intent,

and it is therefore useful to be able to understan how a particular

formula reinforces one interpretation or: r, Consequently, formulas

should, be designed to allow easy understanding by federal, state, and

lacy/ officials, legislators, parents, teachers, and others concerned

with operating educational programs.

C. Use of Current an& Reliable Data: Often, it is possible
-

,define clear criteria, for distribution, but data are not available that
.

are sufficiently current and reliable. Lagged data that deViate signiftCantb;

from current conditions will produce unwanted results: Satre

reliable in, the aggregate, are suspect when disaggregatedfOrz prorated.

Data may be missing for some states or for some recipientswithin.§tates,

_and bias fn the pattern of missing data will bias distributions based on

such variables, .

D. Geographic Specificity. Related to problems of data currency

,.

rand reliability is- the probleth thdt data may not be available in,,a.form .:

yd..' t

permitspermits effective targeting_of funds. At what level is it necessary
.

s : .
. .

, . .

to disting6ish eligibility .among states, counties, LEAs, schgols,.
.

. . . .

individuals?tlassrdoms.
.

, or
,

t.-,



E. Stability. _Also'related to problems of data pliability and

I
geographic specificity is the formula's sensitivity to small changes in

the measures employed. High sensitivity may be desirable, although. this-

4 will lead to large differences in allocations among recipients and over

time Large-changes may impair recipienti' ability to plan effectively;

on
, the it.lier hand, formulas insensitive to real differencesamong reci

)
Tents

defeat objectives to target fundS:-

F. Unintended Incentives. Even formulas thaf meet.all'of the

above criteria can create unintended incentives and consequences that

counteract the intended objectives -of tie fbrmula: The formula may

encourage recipients to report false o misleading data, to relabel

V
A

students, or shuffle financial accounts".

Even when these criteria for good formula design are respected, a

formula may not produce the intended result: There is ndthing inherently

fair about formUlas. The most important decisions affecting a forMules
'or

outcome- the choice of variables, he mathematical specification of

the relationships among variables, the values given to coefficients or ,

exponents -- are all external to the formula itself; thqy are poliCy

deqjsions that mt be made-by,administratorsand legislators and therefore

subject to political debate and conflict. From thisbroader per,spective,
,

formulas are not objective atall, desptie their apparent quantitative
;,t-.t ,.

.

. . L .P . '

precision. Indeed', b4ochcluding and excluding different variables and by
'

....

,,
.

manipulating Values assigned to different coefficients, it is probably .

- . .

possible to design a formula thatiWould produce-any,outcome desired,
- A

'while still meeting the criteria (nlined abovefind those-ipecified -146

legislation. A formula per s6"ismovjantee &f fairer or more effective

^

4

o

8 4
#
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Unfortunately,.this point has been missed by OVAE, as well as
NOW

4

others pressing for the adqption of formulas as the primary mechanism

for distributing funds. Although formulas help to explain the steps

folloi.qedly states to allocate funds, in the absence of unambiguous

instructions about wheat variables to include andhow they are to be

4

prioritized'or weighted, formulas are no more likely to produce desirable

outcomes than any other method of distribution. In this 'sense, the

concentration on developing different "models of formulas may by misplaced;

a

more fundamental issues must, be resolved before these models have any

real operational meaning.

Tlf
L.i Se rrovisions

C.1

The setaside requirements of. the 1976 Aendrents are another area

of on-going confusion and debate. The legislation contains three primary

_sefaside provisions. Fq-st, at least 10 percent of each.state's basic

grant is reserved to pay not 'more than 50 percent af the excess costsof

vocational education programsior the handicapped.Second, at least 20

percent of each state's basic gran is to be used to cover. no more than

50, percent of. the excess costs dfprograms,or the disadvantaged.

Third, the Act reserves 15percent of each state's basic grant fOr'not

0

more than 50 percent of the costs of vocational education for persons

who have completed o'r left high school or who are unemployed or already
0
.irt_the_labor market_ (the past secondary sebaside)-. 'Additlpnally, a

portion of-the disadvantaged setaside is reserved for persons with

numberlinitedc.English prdficibncy, the amount varying with their number as

proportion of each state's population aged fifteen to twentyfour% inclusive.
.

, .

.
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The original-legislation did not specify that funds reserved for

the handicapped' and disidvaniaged could be used to cover only,the excess

costs of programs and services. Following the publication of proposei
_

--p--April 1977, a letter to'Commissioner of Education Boyer

fcom Representatives Perkins and Quie and Senators Pell and Javits made

it CldVY that the setasides were intended to hOp cover the costs c&-

"special forms of assistance, over andabove the regular program." The

Congressmen argued that any other interpretation would not lead to an

expantion of services for the handicapped and disadvantaged and might

lead to a reduction. Consequently, subsequent regulations requirecrthat
3

the setasides for the handicapped and disadvantaged be applied only to

the additional costs of special programs, services and activities.

Much confution remained,' WeVedespecially as to whether the

principle of excess cost applied to both mainstreamed programs and .

`separate specialized programs. Consequently, in March 1978, OURE

issued a further interpretation. First, the interpretation reiterated
-

- the emphasis of the Vocational Education Act on mainstreaming:

The State shall use, tothe maximum extent, possible, theoTunds'
expended for handicapped' and disadvantaged persons to enable
these persons to participate in regular vocational education
programs (Federal Register, Vol. 43, Mo. 59MondaY, torch Z?,
.1978, p:-12367).

° -

For students placed in regular programs, excess costs refer to exPendf-

ture per student-for nonhandicaued or'nondisadvantaged students in

it.vocational education. .
..t

'1

,. .

.

. .
.

, When it is necessary to place a student jn a separate specialized
.

.

prpgrami,tpe entire cost'df thit prograp. may be counted as excess costs;

provided the average statewide (sliate .and,locaf) eipeti&iturd per student,

,equal's or exceeds tk- average- pert ttrdent expOditure for pon-horn
-. ...

-.-

,

.f-',.:'
, 01..

,,..., -!;.' ,.., sn , . . 4, 10 ,,--.K. ,.- .- . -
.

- I - .,. 2--
4 -- ''

4$ 1 ; ....
.

. -
.

' --* :.......1------,--,*.": :. - .;,



or non-disadvantaged udents. Unfortunately, this interpretation

creates 'a powerful incentive to isolate students rather than mainstream.

Con-side'r the-f-oIlowing hy-po-the ticer-exemole. S-uppuse-astate spenols

$1,000 P:er student for non'-haridicapped St4 ts. The state has 1',000

handicapped students in vocat-ional education'd-10-percent-of its bask.

grant amounts to S3001000, or $300 per handicapped student. If the

state mainstreams these students, it mast spend $1,600 per student, ,

including an additional $300,000 of state-local expenditures to, match

the federal setasides dollar for dollar.' However, if the state elects

to place all st.u,,cnz in specialized facilities, it need spend only
.

S1,300 per studen.t. In this case, average statewide state and 1Qcal

expenditure is the required Sl,000 per student, 3C0 of which can be

counted as the 50,pertent match for the 5300 per student of ?ederal

. '
.

funds. The state need not spend the additional -S300,00C requtted if '

szudents'are mainstreamed,. Consequently, the larger the 'setaside, the

I"

-water is the incentive to isolate students in special programs rather _

than mainstream them as the legislation would prefer.

The excess cost provision has made -14.

1
-

ifTicult for some states to

match federal setAide funds, and a few have diratene'd to return funds

to-OVAE. It is easyto see why they are experiencing difficulty. In

effect; the operation of the excess cost provision Creates a perverse

incentive structure. -On.the one hand, spendirtg small amounts per

in setaside dollars forces states to match at unusual* high total ,

matching ratios. Spending larger athounts-decreases total matching

ratiosut.forces states to raise substantial sums of new dollars, For

5

87
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example, assume a state spends an average of $1,000 per student for

vocational education. Assume further that the fedPral setasideamounts'

73

to $50 perhandicapped student in vocational education. For a mainstreamed
. a

student, the state must put up an additional $50,Eing,thestate-

local total to $1,050, or a total matching ratio of 21:1,. As the per

student setaside increases, say to $300 in our previous example, this

ratio declines greatly but ta'tes have substantially more difficulty

generating additional funds.

In short, the-excess cost prolUsion is a clumsy mechanism for tar-.
.

.

getOg funds. It is insensitive to existing
(

levels of state spending
_

.

and matching ratios for target groups and creates strong disincentives

to use the money, at all. Attempting to respond to the problen, Congress
*

amended the Voqatipnal Education Act in 1978'to, allow sta'tes,to exceed

the 5a percent limit on the federal share for eligible recipients "financially

unable" to provide programs for target groups. However, the amendment

merely ,perpetuaies the basic shortcomings of the excess cost notion and

creates additional prObleMs as to how 'financially unable" recipipts

are to be defined. -

. -

A simpler and more effective approach'might be to reserve settsides

for special purposes -- services, programs, and activities -- but drop.,

the matching re9uirements'altogether. To avoid supplanting statel- °

Acal funds with federal fundthe major concern ofthe Congress in

2 .

. .

in'S'itting on the excess costinterpretition -- states could be required

to maintain existing levels of support (on a.per'student basis. adjusted

'for.inflation), as well as document' that stite:locai.averageexpenditures
. ad

-41K
per stbdent for target groups equaled or exceeded'averagO!expendttures



p'er student for non-handicapped and non-disadvantaged students. SuCh an

approach would be consistent. both with efforts to encourage mainstreaming

and-with Congressional obectives to provide necessary specitl services

that. facilitate participation in vocational education:

I

Summary ) A ,

. A ...

_

While by no means an exhaustive treetnent of the ambiguities and

.
problems complicating implementation of the 1976 Amendments, the discus-ii i

sion thus far servesto hfghliOt some of the major issues. Important

questions remain to beoa4lered by Congress before one can reasonably_,

expects'tates to adopt clear dist.ribu-ion procedures that respdnd

effectively to the aims of the,Congress:

1. .Can federal funds be'distriluted to all LEAs and institutions, or

, .
.

.

must conies be directed first to those most. in need on the basis of 4.

ability to pay and, other criteria outlined in the legislation? .

i,
.

4
2. If universal dis.tribution.is permitted, what is the operatio

meaning of the "priority" assigned to the varioussfactors affecting

AiS7fbrition? %

4 4 I #

3. If universal distribution is not perthj ted, is eligibility deter-

-mined by satisfying only one of the several factors or must all be

satisfied?

. . '
4. Are_;tates jormittect to use dichotomous Variables e.g,, location in

%

an economically depressed area or operating a near pi-6gram to determine

9

\

1,

.01



eligibility or must, they employ continuous measures of these characteristics

_that. distinguish among-different-l-evels of _need? How should such measures

be defined?

5. Where data, such as measures of lowi come families, are not currently

available at the relevant level of-geographic specificity; to what

extent will proration or the use of proxies be.permitted? `Will states-

'tjo,re quir d ta collect such data? by what deddlines?

6! Does Congress intend to dillect funds to needy individuals or needy

areas? If areas, what types of distribution methods should states

employ to avoid unintended concentration oof all resources in a few small

jurisdictions?

7. Is the presence of target population ficient evidence that

recipients incur above average costs fon_ ertain students or rust such

costs be documented?

A

,

_8. Shotild'Such objectives as Overcoming the disadvantages of.low relative
. -

financial ability or high concentrations ot..low-kcome families be

prioritize and addressed sequentially, or should states seek to address :

'all simultaneously?

)

9. If objectives are to be addressed simultaneoosly, how is each to be

weighted?



\
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10. Did Congress intend states to adopt a mathematically based formula

to allocate funds, and.if so, to what parts 'of the Act does such a for-

'mula apply? Now much discretion'are states to have in formula design

an application?

-

.

.

11. If a formuja is to be employed, how will' the basic decisions be /
i

. .

. .
i

. , .

made regarding what variables to include ,and how to weight them?,

12. Does the matching requirement for excess frosts lead to the result

intended by Congress? Would full,federal funding of exces costs be .

more likely to realize Congressional intent, while greatl si lifjing
.

compliance and eliminating perverse incentives?

These and but a few- of the unanswered questions. In light of such

uncertainty, how have states responded? What'procedures.for distributing .

funds have actuallybedn adopted? To tbat subject we now turn,.

I

6
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C,

STATE DISTRIBUTION FORMULAS

'

4

Although never explicitly required by the 1976 Amendments, the

hallmarktf:the new legislation has become the funds distribution formula.

As set forth in th'e Regulations, diArtbution formulas are to govern,the
-

, , ,

allocation of funds distributed under Sections 120, 134, 140, and 150.
.

In this.section, we analyze the types of f ormulas siates have adopted,

By way of background it is helpful to begin with a general :look at

...intergovernmental fiscal relations in education, including A .major
,

(

factors affecting funds distribution and the general"types. ofallocatiOn

formulas that-have been developed.

I. Some General Concerns in Education Finance

O

During the past 15 years or so, a great deal of -attention has been

paid to improving the ways by which states distribute moneyfor education
'

to local school di46icts and institutions. Generally, these efforts

haVe had two objectives, first to improve the distribut)-on of state

money with reSpect to local differensps i costs'and second to improve

that distr ibUi'otn with h respect to locardifferenmy in fiscal capacity -to

meet. those costs. Thusfi,the,genera) aim of school` finance reform has

*:
ow
',,been to design distribution systems that pr vide larger amounts of state

aid-to local recipients tkat fact higher costs in pripv--iding 0 given,

level of.eduction or that possess less capacity to finance a given

level of spending-from local sourcK of revenue.

t AOith regard to costs, the task
(
for state-government has been to

distinguish between differences i, expenditure that are attributable to :

cost differences ,and those,which are attributable. simply to differences"
1

7 92
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in local references ward either extravagance or jersimony. As a

rule, stat have' considered two types of cost.differences acceptable

.

fpr_comptnsating aid, costs attributable to differences among students

and those attributable to differences among districts or institutions.
4

At Student Characteristics'. Some students, such as the handicapped,

require-special and costly services. Districts with' higher than average

proportions of handicapped students-haveligher than average costs,

other Pings equal. The argument hai been extended to disadvantaged, to
.

bilingual students, and to gifted students. An-utresolved issue is the

extent.to wh4Ch student preferences should be,recognized as establishing

differences-irr necessary costs. If, for example,,studeRts in a given

district seek to enroll themselves in disproportionate riumbers in expensive

courses and programs (expensive on account, say, of the requirements for

:

specialized teaching skills or capital equipment); shodld,the state .on

that...account provide the'district with an extra amount of funds;-or

should the^rOcl authority bet held responsible either to find the extra

money or,i.ration student-places in the favored programi?

.

B. District car College Cost Characteristics. It may requtre more
,

,

dollars to provide a.certain Oibunt of instruction to studints,in'some

-
'.7.----: -

.

distrIcts than in_othent. Sparsity of student population increases
, . .,

..
economiestransportation-cons anci'maket realizing.scale economies difficult: '.. J.-

. . ,
, -

.
-:.- .

.

. v.. ,
. . . . _Districts located in Atremely cad.or extremelyhot-climates face -

...,....:---7;,._ . ..-- .1
,- -..

,,
higher energy, costs than do,distn.icts in tem"gerateNtal.aces; CenNTiocity- ---

maintenance

- - :. ,
districts often have higher costs for building maintenance because of

.

the.age of the structure and because of vandalism. These'cost differences

sQ far mentpned are related primarilylto the physical aspeets of the

to`



authority.

Additionally, there is increasing interest.in cost or .price differ-
.

ences related to the market power -or position of districts. It'costs

s-ome_list ricts_mare_money to obtain service's of teachers of given compe

tence than others. In general, older industrial cities are in a weaker

market position to hire teachers than middle class, suburbs, teacher

quality held constant. In measuring these price differences, one must

separatethe effects of local preferences toward hiring teachers of

given types and-toward having large or 'small classes -- policies that

are within the control of at least some districts from conditions, such

as the relative attractiveness of the district's students to teachers;

that are beyond the captcity of the distr'ict to change. Only,the latter

conditions are'appropriate to l'ecognize "in preparing an educ4ional

price'index for a Set of local authorities. Sophisticatadformulas now

in usq in education take explicit account-of all,of the,abETve differences.
. .

in necessary expendituvps. LackingA well dejThed production function inn
A .

education, we do-not y haef ve the c.4pOti! ke precise estimates of
,

true differences in costs, but 16 datn'at ke approXimate estimates
..- - ,..

/ . t--->.
,

- of the main of differentiated need:. '

.".
-recount, the firsts objective in drawing up a well-functioning

set, of inter-goV6mental fiscalrangementsl's torecognite interdistrict.
.

differe-nces in necessary expenditures. The secand:ol'Sective is to take
.%

proper; account of differences :ill local fiSca,1 'capacity' This second aim.

.
assumes, of Cftirse, that the grant, or government, ercts the 1oc1

.N
authorityfto meet part(iti some cases:a11) of the previously defined

- .
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necessary expenditures from its own taxable sources. It is not required

that things work this way. There are respectable arguments in education

to the point that services'should be fully paid for by federal and state

governments. Education in Hawaii is fully funded by the state, and New
AN*

Mexico, Florida, and Washington are states that come close to this

condition. Because individual local educational authoties have lost
0

virtually all power to set local iax rates and to determine the ltvel of

expenditures per student, it is reasonable to say that the educational

system of California is financed fully bythe state and fedepl governments.

Nevertheless, local contribution is still regarded as an important

source of revenue in most states. Accordingly, state governments try to

equalie local taxable capacity by making bigger grants, other things

. _

'equal, to local authority that are below average in local tax base 'per ,.

capita or per student and by making relatively smaller contributions to
. ,

apthorities that are rich in taxable resources.

However; varying state and federal grants inversely with taxable_

resources per Student is no guarantee that these funds are properly dis-

tributed: .Local taxes are levied mainly on real property, and at first

blush, this seems a sufficient measure of lodal taxable 'resources. How-
.

.;

ever, this measure ignores the possib'e significance of interdistrict

differences in average household income,or, alternatively, the proportion

of families in the district below poverty level of ilicome. Take two

districts A and B, and let them both have equally high assessed valuation
)

per.student. Let A be populatio by upper income people and B be
, \,\

Tahabited"by'lower income. By t e fact that valuations are dqual per

I

ti.
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student, we can logically' assume that B has a substantial amount of

industrial or commercial property, A.e., non - residential property per
, f''

student.. B cane"export" part of it'S.local tax burden n-4nd the tax paymentL,
. , "A.

perhQUehold in B may be-rather-low. Yet, the local tax borne by local

1
.

.

families may be greater as a proportion of household income in B than in .

. -
.

.
.

.

OP 0

States have responded to this problem in two main ways. The more'

pi..eciseadjustmerit is to offer income - specific property tax relief to

lbw income families. The secondis to adjust the actual assessed ta.kable.
. ;

°

values in the districts by an in4x based on district average houschci'd

incame fi'gureS. In the'example above, district would have it's.tot.al
.

assessed valuation' adjusted.donward and Ms woutd be raised. "hiss
action would serve to increase the entitlement of B to stale aid and to

.

reduce th'at o? A.

A second problem in the measurement of local fisgal resource's- is

ti

summarized by the phrase, "municipal' overbu-rdep." Other local services,
. .

c:
poi

;
,

such 4s fire, ice:streets, libraries, heilth, and.(sometimeti.welfare
t, 7

.

o .

are paid for from.the same /cCaJ tax base al is educatjor.r. In central. -.------

, . .
,

cities, 'expenditures per capita fo'r these non-school services ray tie so'
, /

Y,,

-high that therp.is little effective taxing power left once reguireMents
,

are,met. Since protective se 'vices, at least, have absolute priority-

over education, the schools of central cities may be inadequatel funded .'

even though the tax',bdse per student appear's to be reasonably To,

r

an increasi'n'g degree, state governments a're introduCiqg a correction to

their aid formulas with the problem of municipal pveibjr
'

96
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With these considerations in mind, wh'at types of grantinaid formulas

have. tates employed There are five general models:

1) Flat Grants
,

Flat grants provide equal distributions Percapita or per student.
\

Because flat grants recognize-neither diffewces in necessary expenditures'<

nor differences in locally taxable resogrces, they are seldom used-at

present,:and'are explicitly forbidden far use fin vocational education.:,

Only for small programs in which student need -1,s not thought to'be: ..
,... ....

. / ,
. .

difTerent from one ditritt to another have they a place.

2) Fixed-Unit Equaliztrig Grants
......_

'In educational circles, this arrangement is loown as the foundation
0

program plan, put the more neutral label is to be preferred. Under this

system, the state guarantees a specified amount of,fpnds per student,.

provided thedigrict levies a minimum local tax. If the minimum local

taxfails to raise the
A
darantePd amount par student. the state cupplips'

the difference. For example, the state might guarantee $1,500 per

student to all districts .levying a local property tax of at least one

percent 6f market valtie: A district with assessed 'value per student of

$60.000 would 'raise only $600 from local sources; therefore, the state

,

would supply an additional $900 per student. . If the district chose 'to

levy a higher rate, say 2 percent, it Would still. receive $900 from the

state'butwould be able to:spend an additional.$600,Pra total of

$i,00 per student.
iL 1 "
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The general formula for FixeCRelit-Elualizing Grants is
1
the followino:

A. = Thu

where

A = state grant to the ith district

N. = studentscount in ith district
i

u °:= s'tate's guaranteed Level orexpenditure'per student toward'
meeting the costs of the.given service .

Y. = Assessed Value In the 161 district
.

,

r = Computational tax rate
.

,

inus, tne first nroduct on the right hand side stands. :for 'ir, estimste

of necessary expenditures in the (liven disteict'and the second product

. .

is an estimate bf a fair local conteibution. If r.is set suMciently,
!

,

t

low, then all dl5trict can prouide their students with thergiven service
, .

at no'higher local "tax rate than tharreguired of-th-e richeSt,local
. -

.

authority. It is now cOrthon., peactice,to adjust tttle value u by the

.

Oaracteristics of students ina°particular dist'r'ict and to.adjusi A by

a cost of education index.

,

\
3) State-local Sharing Formula§ Cpeimbursement Rate)

83

0

' ,With this type of formida,,the 5tatepledge:s to reimburse a,certain

kercentage oT expenditures determined by`the lom.budget. The percentage,.

43 or ratiO\lof state to local expenditures, varies depending onthe relative

-financial ability of lotaldist.ricts. The percdntage is reliti'vely high. .

.
.

In :lover wealth:distrts and relatively low in- high wealth. _In its pure

fprm,..the formula 1prOtiuces,thls result': .:any two'districts that have the.:

.

same expenditut'e per stcident.also have the same loCalesehOot-txx.rate

,and:vice versa._

Js

I

/
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The general form- of the formula is:

where 1

4

Al state gtant to the ith.district

-1 X-iv i Ei

.

.
. X =. arbitrary constant, 0 ,,: 1, representing appi-oximateTx the

, .

.
statewide local share of the costs of the given service -.,,

A.: I/ ft

1

y. = assessed value per student in
V

the ith district

.1 4

.

ti

y = state-wide average assessed value per student

E.1- = total budget or total state-local budget in the ith
.

district

There are many variations of the basic formula. Some modifications awe .

. .
,

adopted-to stimulate low spenOmg districts and to curb the extravaganCe,
'- _ ,

of high-spending., Other modificatioffs'eliminate high wealth districts

.t-
.

.
,. .

from 'receiving any state aid at aft.; but when this is done, the result

,

of equal expenditure-..equal 'tax 'rate is not forthcoming. 'At first glance,

this may, seem pradoxical, but only until it is realized tha,t Ai can

take op negative values. In other words, this formula may dictate that

"high wealth districts turn over part of their local tax receipts to the'

.-

,- . state for redistribution to, low wealth' places. -This is called recapture. ,

0
Differences in relative costs per student can be taken Anto.accOunt

- , by directing separate sharing,formulastoward programs `that serve different°

categories of students. Alte4rnattvely, they can be recognized by assigning

extra values or Weights to high cost students and Using a weighted Studqnt e

99
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Count to compute yi. As before, differences in the educational price

index can be dealt with by simply using the index to a just A.1 .

4) Levelling Up Formulas
.

. .

,
. t , ,,

. Levelling up, sequentially.: State money is first
.

directed to the Poorest district,.then whgn the poorest 'district is as-

"eich". as thq.second poorest, these two districts receive state money to

bringthem up to the level ptthe third poorest, and so on. The process

-stops when the state reaChes some target, such as seeing-to it that no

district is poorer than the average district of the state, orywhe.n t:hq

state money runs out. Although New HamPAFre,dislxibutes velypttle

:state aid for education, the money it does pay out is distributed,in

this fashion.. /
4,.5) s Weighted PoPulation Tormuias

This approach adopts some vaTiakion in the general model:

; Ai .= WADAi
, A

WADA.

where WADA.
1

= xADA. + .'ADAk+ zADA ,

. J

A. = State aid to the ith district,

85

WADA. = We'ghted Average Daily Attendance in the ith
disc rict,

A = 'Toti,state.funds available for distribution,

and'x,y, and j are 'weights \-iffergilt types of students j, k, and .

'Thus, for example, ADA. might
) J

\ '

epeesent ADA for handicapped students who,

are given a weight of 2.0, ADAk might representADA for disadvanta'g'ed

students'ji en'a weight of:1.5 .nd 'ADA mIgilt represent ADA for all

%other student freighted at 1.0. There' limit to/henumber of
Zr

la i
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student classifications that can be employed in thk procedure. The

primary policy decision is the eight to be accorded each classification.

,

The formula is adminitkatively convenient, simple to operate and easily

applied 'to any amount of available money with no changes required in'the

formula if funding flUctuates.

There _are numerous 'variation's on each of theSe five formulas and

eaC'hif_tqe five types can be combined with one or more of the others.

The actual specification can became quite complex, as will become ap-
.

parent wherywe see how these models are employed in vocational education.

-.II. Characteristics of Formulas Used to Distribute Vocational
. Education Funds

The remAihder of this section examines the common features in

procedures used by each state to distribdte federal funds for vocational
-

educatiOn. No two formulas we have reviewed are Oa tly identical;
/44

however, some share one or more characteristicP. Thu section

developt several taxonomies'that enable one to speak ge erally abbut

funds distribution.

For the-most part, our analysis is eased on procedures prop.osed-or_

FY,)979: . We use thelword "propo ee to recognize that etate authdrWeS,,,
, - . . , .

,.. I
.

4.. ....

may have made within-year changes in its formUla, .possibly in response
.t

. , ,
I. ,,

I
to comments frpm OVAE' and that we bay not have caughtall of these

1

changes.
Henie, we cannot be absolutely cesi-tdin that the formula we

describe is the One employed by'the given 'state -in 'the given year. In a.
, 'few states, either no q Is used to FY 1979 orprocedureswere sa.

.. ,

,ambiguous that analysis ways impossible. -In ihee instances, procedures
4

2
II., .

o
I

SI
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-
fOr FY-1980 were examined. For all fifty states, we reviewed Five -Year;

lans, Annual .Rlans, and any other documents' describing distribution'

rocedures. Additionally, we followapil up-these document revieWs with

itelepfone calls to state officials.for clarification and additional,
, _ .. . ,

information.
-4. .. .-

i

Our analysis concenites oh three basic steps of formula-design:

I a) .data selection, b) transiSDrmation of data into .standardized scores,
. .

;-and c),trasformation of point scores into dollar allocations al;re-imbursement

.

.

.i
.

rates. In the first step, the state determines which characteristics of

the eligible recipients (i.e. schOol districts, community colleges,
. .

vocationa1-technical schools, etc.) will be used in the formula to

determine relative levels of need.''Thefluthber of students who come from
.

low-income families, the.rate of unemployment, and the assessed value or

propert9Dn.the area served by the eligible'recipien't°are examples of

some of -1-1e 'characteristics that.a statelMaY'dioose to employ.

In the second step,'the raw data that were selected-ln.Step a aye

converted to standardized scores.in-order to make .them more usablejna

formula. This is done because the widely divergent orders of magnitude

.t

of the raw data distort their relative levels of importance. For example.,
.

--.

thehaverage number of students from low-income families in a school
; f .,

distrtt may be 10 times the size ,of the average We of unemployment in,
. a '

a school A.istgrict, (say, 100 students from low-income,families vs. a 10%

.

unemploymtntrate); but this does not mew that the number of Student's
,

t4

fromlowkAome families should count 1,0 times as heavily as the unem-

plloyAnt rate in determining an eligible recipient's level ,of need for

4.
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funding. Therefore, it is necessary to convert all characteristic,

measurements tga uniform point scale. For example, th eligible,

recipient might'receive a score of between-1 and 10 points based on its

AIR)

unemplOymentrate and a score of between 1 and 10 points based on it.s

-numk)er'of students. from low-income families.
at

In'the'third step, the various standardized scores re transformed`

No-dbllar allocations of VEA funds to LEAs and OERS; that is, they--
I.

are intrucluced into a distribution formula. We hat'e ide tifed three ,-

main types of formulas.in current use: the tabular method,'reimburse-

ment rate'equations, and the weighted points, method.'

A) Data Selection

A1,triough the 1976 Amendments specify a numbei- of criteria that are,

to influence the distribution of funds, the legislation Aoes .not describe

what measures states are to use: to implement these criteria. Regulations .

provide some direCtiOns; for example, states are instructed to use .

wealth per capit4 to measure relativefinancial ability. For the most

part, however, states have enjoyed wide latitude in defining the variables

they employ in distribinfon formulas. The descriptions of individual

,,,states procedures include a number of additional measures that, in
4

their details,.Are unique to the particular state under discussion.

the wide variety of measures employed makes taxonomy of variables

rath r uninformative. Rather, we haVe sought to determine what factors

are .included in each state's d\stribution formula. IJi some cases, a

state may-use only4one variable to measure a particular factor;.inother

cases, a state may.use several'varfables to build a composite score that

103
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Table IV-I
f t.

i

Criteria Pr;opo'sed in ForAlas:Distributi6ns
, .

. Section 120 Flibds to gible
,

. Recipients FY 1979. - \

,
. .

.1.' . . ..

Ass.e'ssed. Assessed Local
Value Value Per Tax Income friploy.

Effort. Fatbr: Factor

Alebama

Alaska

Aransas

Arizona

California

, Colorado

Connecticut

Delaware

Florida

Georgia

Hawaii

Idaho

Illinois

Indiana

Iowa

Kansas

Kentucky

Louisiana

Maine

Maryland

Massachusetts

Michigan

Minnesota.

Mississippi

Per Capita kDA
few

Progr'lls

\ 9

Cost '-Depressed

Factor Area
, ,

.
.

.

..

X. X - X ;
.

,. --,, ,
- x

..

.X.
... .

. . X X.
. ,..,

'X X -X : j
,-

..
X X

/ .

X X* . b. X, ..
. f .. . o..

<

X
.

. X -. o.
.

x x , x

T _

1

.

, .
. -:

. , . ., . .

.

SINGLE DISTRICT` -

.

. X

. .

, ,. XX X ' X*
.

X
_

.

.
,

.
..,

X - X / X
4,

% ' X X X
v .

1

.

.

X X ,
. _

. .

.

X , . . X ,
.

.
, .. lor 0 .

, X
. .

X X' ,
t.

.
.

.X X X -..
.

. .

t .
, .

X ?/ X X X
i

.

X.
X

"x ..
X .

J.



.Montana

Nebraska

'Nevada

New Hampshire

New 'Jersey

.New .14exjto

Hew 'York

north Carolina

, North Dakota
"

Ohio

Oklahoma

Oregon :

PAllsylvania

Rhode Island

South Carolina

South Dakota

Tennessee

Texas ,

Utah

Vermont

Virginia

Washingtbn

West Virgfilia

Wisconsin

Wyoming

TOTALS

,

* Assessed Assessed' Local

Value , Valug Per . Tax . Income
Pell Capita . ADA . Effort. Factor

90

.

Employ, New Cos-t Depressed
Factor Programs Factor Area

.
.

.
.

X

. .

-X X

.

..

.

.

.X X X
.

.

, X ,

.

.

X

.
.

X
.

. X X

X
.

. ' .

X. -

a --- X

.
.

X

. . . ._
.

. . '
.

X - -X

.

t

k,
.

X

.
,

X X .

,

X X . X . X . , X

'X

.

. ,

X

.

X

.

X

X

.

,X

.

X

-.,
.

.

X X X X

. .

X

.

.

-

.

. ,

X_ '

.

X X.

r
X X , 4X .

.,
.

X . .X X

.

X

.

. .

X )(

.

X

.

*X

,
.

.

. X
.

.

X

.

.

X
?

X X,

X -.

, .

- .
.

.

. - - . .

. X

.

X .,

.

.
X X

_

.
. I.-..

. . .

ti

,

. .

X
. .

X X X

.

X

.

X X
. - 4.

.
. ' : X

. .
'

,

X X "

. .

X

X .
.e

X

.

. X

. 4.

8 34 8 47. 29

ii
7 13 " 8
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is entered into the. formula, or it may enters several measures, of general,

i

criterion directly into the
,

formula. For example, one sta;:e.
.

may measure ,

, - .
4ts

.

concentration
.

of low-income families with a single measure of ttf, number-

7 , ,

of families below the'0Verty level in each LEA; another state might
1 \

employstbree slow-income measures.-- a/tount of families below poverty, a

t

count of children receiving AFDC,'and a count of children eligible,for

free school Junches.._

Table IV -1 summarizes the'types of factors each state uses in its

distribution formula. The reader may refer to the pscripzio.ris o7'. each,

stag's procedures in Section III to determirc,14ow each state act

measures a particular factor. We have 'considered a state to emp,loy a

particular factor only where we are able-to determine that it explicitly

included the factor in its distribution procedures. Insome instances,

.. the descriptions of these procedures were too vague to discern whether a

particular criterion was actually employed.
. .,

The fif'st.three columns of Table IV-1 identify three types of

, .,

measures. typically used 'as.r,:i.lat4ve financial ability factors !EA

Regulations, specify that s,tates.may measure relatie financial ability I

using either. local pr9perty, 'wealth per capita or per capitalocal tax

revenueas.a pe rcentage of' local-per capita income. As was noted above,
.

Many states are unable to determine the resident populatiOnsof local

School .districts. Hence, they have substituted property wealth'per

student as a measure if.relative financial a bility. Most states employ-

ing a wealth per student measure use average daily attendance (ADA in

.

the denominator, but some use average dailymembership (ADH),.and some
4 .

use.enrollment .In-FY 1979,34states used wealth per student as a

pleasure of relative financj-al ability:1 eight used weailth per capita; and,

,106
. .
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measure of relative financial ability; eight used wealth ppr.:capita; and

eight used local tax effort Hof which' six also used either wealth, per

,capita or per student). In two states that used wealth measures, we.
.

were unable to determine which of the two measures -, per capita or per

student was employed. 'As best we could determine,.four t"tates used

no measure of relative financial, ability at all.

Only three states did not prspo'se some sort of income factor, '

although tha actual measures varied widely.' Similirlp% 29 states used a

variety of measure's as an employment factor.includlng local unemployment

rates, labor niarkedt projections, youth unemployment rates and, ropout'

rates.

Perhaps reflecting the difficulty af.quani4ing a sensibqe "new

program" factor, only seven' 'states included thiscriterion in their .1.

, .

distribution procedUres. , Moreover, among those claiming to use this
..

.

._

_factor, definitions were often vague, as were explanations of how the

,.measure factually affected distri'butions of funds:

.) ' ,

, Thirteen states incorporatedrsonmeasure of relative costs. For

son' states, this it'simply a measure pf differences in expenditures per

'student. A few employ more sophisticated measures of relative costs b3

- .

prograni or type ,of student senved.
4 , 0

,

,.- ,Finally, eight States proposeda separate factor designating some
. .

a .

eligible recipients as located'in an economicallydepressed area. In

:,every instance, these states'also included other income and employment

factors. As best we could determine, only three,sttes did not use at

least one measure related to designating all eligible recipient as lo-

,
107
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cated in n economically depressed area.

As h s been noted previously, thereis usually itiore 'than one way to

measure a y of these, factors, and the number of oftions available to

states ra ses a potentially serious problem. Where more than one mea-

sure is a ailable, the choice of one measurg over another is likely to

'
w

favor a p rticular population or type of'eligible recipient. For example,

as a meas re of relati've financial ability, assessed value-per 'student.
-0

may have .he effect of making innercity schOolS look less need; than if

ass'6sSed yalua per capita is. used. In this case,.the choice of the one

me:1'nd' over the other implicitly carries with it a preference for helping,

schools outside large urban districts.

A similar probrem exists with two possible methods.ofcOunting the

number of students an eligible recipient serves. One measure, called

.FTE enrollment, is a count of the number Of full-time equivalent students

'Mb

. .

who are officially enrolled with a'particular,eligfble .
recipient,

',.

Average Daily Attendance, or ADA, on the other'hand,Ts, a measure-of

A
average number of students who actually attend,each d6y. An eligible

recipient's ADA will, of course, be lower than its ,FTE enrollmentif
, ..,....

, -

there i5 any absenteeism at all, and the more absenteeism 6 school has,

the.19werits ADA wffl be. It is often said that inner-city schools

.."

would tend to look less needy if ADA is used in.the dehomin.ator of.

measure of relative financial ability than if FTE enrollment is used

instead. .,
vs

If School S, a'Suburbab schoo l, has the same FTE enro llment as does

le -

School I, an inner-city school, and if School S also has a lower rate of

4°1r
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.
,a

absenteeism than does ,School I, then School S will .have a higher ADA

1 ..,

0 14

, than SChool.II f" the astri bution of funds islived Partly uPon,eacii

0 .. . ....

schooT's number of students as reflected'by its ADA, thdn School t with , . .

,".

, (S..0 .

: .9 . ,

. .
its high ,ADPI will receive more money thanSchool I, of things being

1

.

. , . .

2.\
equal. That iss even though schools have the same FTE enrdilment,equal.

.

. . - the 'suburban school will receive more dollar's per FTE enrolled student
,.

.

-than the inner -city sehOolif ADA is used tomeasUre Level of seed.

.Selecting ADA as a measure of Level of Heed is ,then a way to favor
t

suburban schools' over inner-city schobls.
-..

' .Where there are two or more possible methods of Measuring a particular

factor incisuded in the formulas where each of these'methods will tend to

4

Ffavo_Offferent groups of eligible =recipients, and where it can be .shorn
- .

, thal'any, one of these methods is object.iTqlY proper, the Choice of a
, 0 .

particular method over the others implicitly carries with it an inten-.
,-. . ,..

.:
ti on to favor one group ofseligilple recipients o 'Per others. We emphasize

this poi,rit because ieshows the objecti of a formula as a method' of

distributiq funds can'sometimes be 'illusory. A formula may appear ob-

jective because it seems ,io eliminate h'e poslbility of arbitrary ,.
, ,

..
. . . .

. ..

. .

funding'decisfons on the part oS.stSte officials, but several subjective
,

and oft" arbitr:ary decisions (suclOas whether to use ADA or FTE en-

.

rollments) are almost always'part of formula 'Fonstr ction.
,

.,c Thus,
r

tte.spedificity with whin states explai the methods that

they use to measure.geheral characteristics takes on great importance.

This has been especially evide nt in analyzing states that purport to

measure program quality in their formulas. If_a state is not explicit

O

lOE
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about the predise manner in which it measures prograth quality, then ,

there is no way of knowing ti,hether its decisions about,program quality

are arbitrary or biased. Where a state is extremely,vague about the way

which it measures particdlar formula factors,kwe will say that it is

Malleable The term "malleable" is Used to 'suggest that we
4'.

have, no 1:4ay of knowing that the stare' does not adjust or mOldts data
44',

.
set in order to achieVe aparti-tu)ar tj'.tributional result.

B. TRANSFORXATION OF-DATA INTO STANDARDIZED SCORET.

,States ti-ans.form raw data into two types of standat?nzed scores,

ndticontinuous and continuo:4s variables., Table 1V-2 summarizes approaches

of each state.

a. Non-Continuous Variables. Twenty-nine states employed-non-
.

continuous variables in thei distribution procedures. To.calculate

. non-continuous variables, states typically followed one of six methods.

0

,

Data are converted to'whole number point scores only (as opposed to
r

allowing, the use of fractions).

(1) 'UNSPECIFIED, METHOD

Here% the state convrtsall measures to a scale of, say, 10 points,'

.

but will not; say how it due's this. It\may be that a well defined mathe-

matical procedure is fo)lowed,Aut it is also possible that5omeone

decides'what point score'to assign to eacheligible recip-

ient. ,,In 10 states, we found no explanations of.how ti3ese transform-
.

ations are made:.

(2) MONPROOPOUR4,POINT SCALE. METHOD'

4
, -_

With-in this metliodpint,-scores are read from tables such as.the
. ,

I, .,_. .

r ., 4/

1.1 0
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following, but the procedure by Which the scale was developed is not

explained. For, example, to convert a measure of the rcentaw of .

families below poverty level to a_fivepoint scale; a s'tate.might use the

following table:

a

Percent of'FBmilies' . .

Point Score-Below Poverty Level
,

#2 5.9 5.
6 9.9 4 .
10 14.9 .1 3 ',

15 19,9 2

20-or more 1

.

State plins offer no rationale for thiS particular-method of tran-

- formatibn. When state officials. 'are.queriN, they no longer remember the '

origin of the table. We found non-prOcedural point scales in use in,12.

states:

(3) PROCEDURAL POINT SCALE METHOD

Thil0 is best explained through an example. Astate'wlihes to

convert its measurements to 10-point scales, and one of these measurements

is unemployment. The highest rate of d'nemploymentobserved for afly-

eligibe recipient is 15% and the lowest rate is 5%. 'The. following

calculation is performed to determine the' -sizi of the steps in the

scale:

15% 5%
1! / point

10 points

The following scale results:

(
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TAD-E. E 1 V 2

1,161-1DDS OF DATA TRAlISEORMA1 1014

STATE -sumwiuy:,

, Th.e following table indicates the type -of data trans formati On. method or methods t each
State .uses to accomplish Step -2>.' Some States use a data transformation method that is similar
but not identical to one, of: the methods outlined in` Section 1(11)(2) of. this repo1,t. For-these States, m nave marked .the box for Ilat data transforma t on method that is simi1ar,to the
one actual ly used.

STtates whi ch 'u'se -more than one data transformation method have more than one box marked.
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r
Unemployment Rate ° Roint-Score

15%

14%

13%

. 12%
11% .

'10%
9%
8%
7 %4

6%

5%

1.

10

9

8

7

6

5

4

'3

2

Although this is an improvement over the first two methods, it is

severely distortedl by extreme values.' For example, suppose that in the

above, only one district had an unemployment rate of 15 perkent and that
.

. all'others had rates of 10 percent or less. Half the scale.would then

beydetermined by the value existing for one district. We found seven

states using procedural point scales.

'(4) 'RANKING METHOD-

. Using this procedure, one state ranked. eligible recipients from

highest.to lowest on some_raw score:. For'example, if there are 100

eligible recipients in the state, the district with the highest percentage

of low-incOme families (eitliers a percentage of the district-or a

percentage of the state total) receives a score of 100; th&district

with the lowest percentage receives a score of 1. The primary defect of
%

this method ,is that if the actual rank L. i.e., 100, 76, 44, 3, etc. --

isused in a formula, it bearino relation to the raw data. Thus, in our

example just cited, the ht hest rankecli recipient receiVesa score 100

times the lowest, although the actual va of-the recipients raw score'

might be only twice the lowest, or an

1,9

-.0 her ratio. Ranking is a



sensible method only for establishing cut-off,points or for level

up. Employfng\a:anking as an Operational value is inappropriate

mathematical nonsense.

(5) QUARTILE METHOD

ing

and

One state used this variant of the ranking.method. Recipients

first ranked from highest to 'lowest and then divided into, quartiles (

re

or

some other subdivision -- quintiles, decil.es, etc.). Recipients in th

highest quartile are all given scores of 4, recipients in ihe,lowes

scores of 1, This procedure suffers fromthe:same defects a's the more-

.

general ranking method. Additionally, it ignores possibly important,

e

differences among recipients in each quartile.

(6) STANDARD DEVIATION METHOD

To assign points based on districts' numbers oc fam-

ilies, this method finds the mean number of low incomefamilies per

district (M) and the standard deviation of,this figure (SD). -.Points are

then assigned by the following scale:

30

No. of Low Income Families . Point Score

(M + 4SD) to' (M + 5SD) 10
(M + 3SD) to (M + 4SD) 9
(M'+ 2SD) to (M + 3S0) 8
(M + S4) to (M.+-2S0) 7
(M) to (M + SD) .6
(M SD) to (M)
(M 2SD) to (M. SD) i j 4
(M 32) to (M 25D) -3
(M 4SD) to (M 3S0) 2
(M 5SD) to (M 40) -1'

Deceptively precise, this method depends critically on the di"stribution

of .values around the mean and the relati,nship of the point score to the

123

0

103



ri

. , ,.1' ' ''' 4' . - .
standartd deviation Thus,. if the.raW scores-are normally distributed;. ,. , '

4.

- '104

, :, , ,

approXimately wo=thirds of ,all recipients will have scores. between -5 ''s ..
&

4 . 0' I

1
c ,

' and 6 in- the table i 1 lusi,ratied above; ; fewer than 4 out 'of. 100 would be

1-kety io have 'scares of more than -7 or less than4: Two states ed
. , %

.r.
.....

..,
1.

4 this, approach.. . _
.-' 1 None cif:these' non-oontiniious'meihods constitutes -an appropriate

.. _ . ,.
, approach. 'to transforMing raw data. 'In addition to the defeats already

menliortedi all suffer 'from a common s'hortcoming.
.

With non continuous. - .
..- ... e 7 ,'\ , .

rfiethods,' e-sinalT change in 'a characteristic of an,:eligible recOient can
. ,..5'

,---7. .sometirdes mean a change. of one whole point' in its score, while other'. .

, 'times.a .relatively large-change in that' characteristic will yield no
-,. change in the score and, herefcir.e, no change, fn funding. level . This

-.; 2.;.,, , . , : .Practice lacks preci0oknand can'Produce arbitrary results. The fol -.!''
lowing exaMpleil)ustrates this Wilt.

":4
....

\ Table iv-a,
.

- ,
4:.lercerlt of Families ., ,

x , Below Povertplevel Point Score .

2.0 .: -5.9. . 5
- 6.0 -9.9 '`' 4

4 ,..-., .

10:0 1.4.9 ,"-3, .1-

. . 15.0 19.9'., . 2 ..
ti. i .,20..0 or more : . 1'--, e ..' - ,
ACcording to Table -11V-3, if 5.'9% of epgiple recipient A' s.-fam-

i I i es, and 6.0% of el igible recipientsB' s-fami I i es , apd 6.1.7,. of eligible
recipient C's families-are',below'poierty level , then' A, B, :and C receive

.
4, and :poi nts respectively. 'A .difference of. 0.1% between:A.

.

ii

and B,



I

gives A one whole extra point, a result that is likely to have a no-

ticeable effect on their relative llocations of fundS. On the other

hand, the same 0.1% difference betwee' B and C will not have the effect

of givinB a funding,adva6tage over C. -hPis is arbitrary. In one

case, a difference in-the concentration of law- income families will have

an effect onl-elative funding levels, and in an ther case, the same

difference will have no effect whatsoever.

t This type,of method create,s the possibility tha a state can

nani:pulate the table to faqor certain eligible 3'ecipien over-- others.
4

. For example,'suppose that B and C are eligible recipients ich have

characteristics which are basically very similar except for a slight

difference in their concentrations of low income families (0.1) as

indicaLed above. :,oW, if B is "favored over C for political reasons, the

state may wish to increase B's allocation without increasing C's. This
2

could be done with a slight adjustment of the table so that instead of

5.9% being the out-off, now eligible recipients with low-income family

concentrations Of 'up to 6.0% would receive 5 points. This adjustment is

just sufficient to give B an extra point without giving 'one to C. This

type of manipulation is 'possible whenever a state uses the Non- Procedural

PontScale Method::

Because non continuous methods contain several technical defects

and because tlie4.are easily tubjdect to manipulation, we conclude that-

such methods are inappropriate fqr transforming data that influence the

distribution of funds.

o.



b. Continuous Methods. As summarized in Table IV-2, twenty--

one states employ one or ,more_ of four continuous methods of qmpa. trans-

formation. ,

,

(1) PROPORTION OF `TOTAL METHOD

The 'simplest of the four continuous approaches, this method expresses (

each var:iable'esa PircentAge. The ci"itical issueis the definition of

the'denominator. For example, if the variable being transformed is the.
.

number of low-income families, this may be:,expressed either as a percen=

tage of all families in the distriCt Or as a percentage of the total

number of low-incpMe families in the state. The first calculation

..measures relative concentration within districts, whAle the Second

measures relative concentration withirn the state. As`was :noted above in

Section 1.8.4, OVAE generally prefers the first approach, despite its

etendency to direct resources to small districts and-to bypass large

numbers of target populations. Fourteen states ,use this method.

(2) PROPORTION OF MAXIMUM VALUE METHOD

This method expresses each redpient's value as a percentage of the

highest value'for'all recipients. For example,

J

Lem income
- No: of low income families inkditstrictd

scored

Highest no. of low income -families' °

observed in any district

( )

The method is equivalent to using the proportion Otani method above,

when the state total is used in the denominator. Mathematically, it is

equivalent to assigning the highest score in the percentage of slate total

.126 <6.



Method a value of 1.0 and adjusting other values accordings. For ex-

ample,

A

,

Raw Data
Proportion of Proportion of
Maximum Value State Total ar

2,006

1,000

1.0

,54

40%

20%

C 500 10%

D 100 .05 2%

v V
1,s ga .75 30% L

F 900 18%

5;000 =

The. relative values are, unchanged. RecipientA's score is twice B's and

four times C's regaess of which method is used. Two states employ

this method.

..,(3) RATIO .TO AVERAGE VAL6E.METHOD.

The eleven ''states using this approach computed a recipient's score

as the ratio Of the -recipient's value to the average value for:th'e .

'State. For example,

Points .assigned to ('
-eligible recipient .d % of des families that'are low income
based on number of

Zr.of state's families that are lowlow income families
0 income (i.e.,. average %.),-

or

(5)

.10

(b) Points assigned to state average assessed value of property
eligible recipient d _Ter capita -L,

based on assessed -assessed valbeof proPerty per capita in (6)
va'Tue of property district.d

.

s
Both of-the above examples are constructed so that the number of

points 'assigned to an eligible recipient varies directly with need
,

1.

127,
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(i.e., the-greater the need, the greater the number.,of points assigned).

Since a high concentration of low-income families is indicative of high

- need, ExaMple .(a) is constructed to assign points in direct prbportion

7 to that figure by placing it in the numerator. Sinte'a high assessed

value of property per capita indicate low need, Example (b) is constructed

. to assign points,in inverse proportion to thatfigure.by placing it in
. .

the denoindnator. In employing the Ratio to Average Value Method for a

particular measure, one chooses the structure of either Example (a) or

Example (b) depending on Whether the value of that measure varies direCtly

or inversely with need. Also note that where the store is a ratio

, . of percentages, it is equivalent to the proportion of state total and

proportion of maximum value methods.

(4) STWARDIZED VALUE METHOD

. Three states used a method that creates a standardized variable

with a mean k.and a.standard deviation of 1, as illustrated in the

following example:

4

A 6

Points assigned to no. of low income families
district d based on . in district d
no. of low income SD

+ k

families
0

The constant k is set such that k exceeds the value of the smallest

L obsorvatton minus the mean, the result divided by the standard devia-

tion. This insures that no score will equal zero. Because of the need

1

to employ a constant, this method is difficult to use for standardizing-
. 1

variables that have'wfdely varying distributions; k will be larger for

variables with very small Or negative values.

0

128 1



1

All fourcontinuous methods of data transformation avoid the major

defects of non-continuous iethods, and any siql.e ethod will produce

standardized measures of several variables. Now ver caution must be

Ar exercised rat to mix methods for different var bles that will be used

in the same equation.

C. TRANSFORMING STANARIZED SCORES INTO DOLLAR ALLOCATIONS OR
REIMBURSEMENT RATES

States employ three general methods for converting the scores

computed instep two'above into dollar allocations or rates of rein-

.bursement: 1) a tabular method, 2) a reimbursement rate equation, and

3) a weighted points method. TabIe 1V-4 summarizes the distribution of

these three'approaches among the fifty states. ,,,In reviewing these three

approaches to distributing -funds, it is useful to keep ip tvo

basic purposes of an explicit allocation procedure: 1 to treat elig-

ible recipients similafly insofar as their needs are sim lar, and 2) to

treat them in away that is appropriately different insofar as their

needs differ. Assuming a formula employs one of the continuous methods

of data transformation on factors defining needs, the first purpose will'

be fulfilled. That is, the formula will treat similarly eligiblee-

cipients whose needs are ermjlar. However, there is no reason to believe

that formulas employing the methods will succeed in fulfilling the

second purpose of treating eligible recipients whose needs are different,

in a. way that is appropriately different. The formula itself Cannot

determine how. many more dollars are needed by a more needy recipient in

order to provftie a vocational education program that is as effeceive as

I
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Table III-4

METHODS OF FUNDS DISTRIBUTION
STATE SUMMARY

The following stable indicates the type of method or methods
that each ,State usein Step 3 to transform point scoreg'into
dollar allocations or reimbursement rates. *Some Stateeuse a

) method that is limilar, but not identical, to one of the methods
outlined in Sectiorn? II(8,)(3) of thi.s report.
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Alabama x x-max

Alaska
_

x

Arkansas x .

4

'Arizona
.

.

s . x

California
,

x

Colorado x
.

.-

.

,

.

Connecticut '
..x._.

Delaware ,

.

......
x. .

Florida
i

,.
,, .

.

. x

...

.

.

Georgia' .

. x
.

,

. .

Hawaii
.

.
,

. A x

Idaho
x

.

.

Illinois
...

. . _

x
.

Table continued on net page
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TABLCIV-4.(coutld)

,
0

0

Indiana.

.>

Iowa

Kansas

X

x

x

Kentucky x

'Louisiana' x

Maine x

Maryland

Massachusetts

Michigan

Minnef§ota X

Mississippi

Missoucl

Montana x

Nebraska x

x

New Harpshire

New Jersey

New Mexico

4

A

x
ez

x

I

Table continued on next page
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TABLE IV-4 (cont'd)

v)

0
C..

O 17
C.)

.W Vf

C.=
s>.)

M
W E

s-
ri-r) 0O L.L.

*
New York

X

.North Carolina
x

North Dakota

Ohio

Oklahoma

x

Tegon
1

.x .

.
R. 1

Pennsylvania
1 x -

.

.

.

'Rhode Island I

I
j 'x

.

South Carolinl/ r
,

1
x

South DakOta
x

Tennessee
x

Texas

Utah x

Vermont
x

Virginia x

Washington

West Virginia )

x

Wisconsin

Wyoming x

x

11 '6 27
3 .2-;

*The StateLs formula distributes funds to tar planning regions, each
of-which contains many LEAs. ,Thee planning regionsions do'pot use a formula
in. distributing funds among LEAs.

132 A

112



one provided by a less needy recipient. These parameters must be set

outside the formula, and it is often difficult to determine how these

'decisions 'were made.

Even when a formula gives money to a mori, needy eligible recipient

at a higher rate than it is given to a less needy eligible recipient

° and it is not certain that thiswill always happen), it is not clear

that the, amount of extra money it receives is commensurate with the

amount of extra money that it needs in order to run an effective ye-
,.

catidnal education program. Though such a formula does treat differently

eligible recipients whose needs are different, it.is possible tnat the

degree to which this is done is not appropriate to the degree of

-Vence in their

(1) TABULAR METHOD41

The most poorly documented of all four approanes, this method used

by eleven states (see Table IV-4) consists of a printed table listing

the reimbursement rate Of.amount per student an eligible recipient may

receive for the total number of points computed when data are transformed

using one.oT the methods described previously. .-Typically, no explan-

ation of the derivationlofthe table is included in the State Plan, and

telephone conversations with various 'state personnel usually'sdid not

produce much additional clarification. Although a more needy recipient

generally receives a higher reimbursement rate or dollar allocation than

a less needy one; as far as we know, this-differential is set arbitrarily.

It canno be assumed that a clear rationale underlies the distribution.

Tharefo e, we.conclude that the Tabular Method is not an acceptable

roce re unless, it is accompanied by a clear explanation of how it was

deri ed and of the'fhinking that led to this particular outcome.
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(2) liBURSEMENT RATE EQUATION

This approach was used in six states and calculates a percentage of

the recipient,' costs that will be reimbursed by the state. It is a

variant of the percentage equalizing model discussed at the outset-of

Section IV. For most vocational education funds, the equation assumes

the general form:

Rd = wA + y8 + zC
d d d d (8)

4

,'were R
d

= the rate of reimbursement'for recipient d, Ad, B,u ,.and Cd

are scores earned by recipient d for,different measures -of need (e.g:,

'fiscal ability cdOillitration of low-income families, unemployment

rate), and wvy and z are constants set tokweight each variable and

contrpl the statewide average rate of reimbursement.
*ea

The reimbursement method suffers from a major defect. Although a ,

more.needyrecipient earns a'higher rate than a less needy recipient,

the more needy recipient does not necessarily receive more federal

dollars thari the less needy one,.even if both apply the same tax effort.

For example, suppose that a poor eligible recipient is assigned a reim-

bursement rate of 50% and a wealthy eligible recipient is assigned a

reimbursement rate of 25%, that their general and student populations

atle exactly the same size, and teat when they both apply the same

reasonable level of tax effort (i.e., the same mill rate), the poor

eligible recipient is able to raise $1000,.and the wealthy eligible

recipient is able to take in $6000. If-the poor eligible recipient

spends it's $1000? it will be Matched by $1000` in federal funds. If the
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wealthy eligible recipient spends its entire S6000, it will receive

-S2000 in federal funds. $o here, even though the pool; eligible recip-

i nt appears to.have an advantage in ,hat reimbursement rate is

9
hig, than the. of the wealthy eligible re ipient, in rAlity, it is at

a disa vantage. Even though. it applies the tameta-x effort as the

wealthy e ible re , the poor eligible recipient actually re-

ceives fewer dollars than the weal thy one.

To be equitable, the poor eligible recipient's reimbursement rate

would have to be suffici&itly higher than that of the wealteligi60,,e

recipient so that if they apply the same local tax eWr7., the poor

eligible recipient will receive enough additional dollar to equalize

local, state, and federal dollars for vocational education, . jf the

Reimbursement' Rate Equation Method accomplisiles this goal 4ffiqk
1'4141

ate 4

ular case, it'tis only by coincidence since this purpoe is no,bliflt

into it.

Thereis an additional problem with' this approach as adopted in the
7

six states using it in 197879: Typically, states' have'narrowly constralned

the rangeof reimbursement rates so that. the.poorest eligible recipient
a.

-

may be reimbursed' at a rate of 52 percent while the wealthiest is rein-.

bursed at rat,e,of 48 'percent.' The state may perform elabZrate proce-,

duties of data collection, transformation, and manipulation to determine

. which rate app lies to a-particular recipient; however, the range of

differences in rates of remibursement is so narrow that the pract/fcal

outcome is almost equivalent to a unifohl rate for all LEAs. Moreover,

combined with the above mentioned problqm that wealthy recipients us-

ually raise more local money per student, narrowly restricting the range'
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of reimbursement rates distributes substantially more dollars per

student to wealthy LEAs-than to poorer ones. - Therefore,- we conclude

': that the Reimbursement Rate Equation Method, as presently used by the

states, is no,an equitable means for distributinfederal funds.

.(3) WEIGHTED POINTS METHOD

By far the most popular approach to distrib ting federal funds for

vocational education, some variation of the Weig ted Points Method (WPM)

is used by twenty,-seven states. WPM allocates Inds based on each

recipient's total point`sOore as a proportion of'total poirsits earned by

all recipients in the state. Thus, the general form is

P
dS

d
= Total'Eederal Funds x

,all'eligible
,r=ipients

where d j: j = 1, 2, 1;

. n = total no. of eligible rectpients;

Pd =-sum of weighted points received by d;

P..= sum of.weighted point's received by j.

(9)

(If this notation is not familiar to the reader, it will suffice to

understand that Pd refers to the total weighted points,received by d,

that P refers,p the total of all weighted points received by all

eligible retipient5.j.)

There are tWo variations on this basic form:,
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Variation 1:

Sd = Total Federal Funds x
d (13J .)CEnrollmelltj ).

all j-

This variation is preferalbe to the bne shown in (9) in cases where the

P
d

x Enrollment
d

117

values of P do not reflect the relative sizes of the populations served.

Variation 2:'

P
d

pproved Program cpstsd'

Sd = Total Federal Funds x (9b)

(P. x Approved Program Cos:s1)
all j

.

In effect, this variation mikes the allocation S
d

dependent on some .

pridr determination of what the allocation should be:' Approved Program

Costsd. 'Unless Approved Program Cots are determined by a fair formula

(and there is usually 60'iseason ,to assume that they ire), then it is

doUbtful'that this variation gives State Officials, a variable wieth they

may be free to adjust until they get a'dfstribution of.funds that is

desired for political reasons even though it is inequitable.

In'all three equations 9, 9(a); and 9(,b) P
d

the result of

oneof the data transformation equations of the general form:

Pd = wA"d + yBd zCd . (10),

where A, B, and'C are scores on different measures of need, and w, y,

and z are weights assigned to each score. To better understand ho*W

works, it is helpful to rewrite forrilula 9(a) and 9(b) in the general form:
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* * *
Dollars allocated to Total Funds- bBd + cCd
Eligible recipient Available (11).

3

all eligible
recipients

+ bB; -1=ce;)

Our analysisof WPM will be much easier if we assume that the

scores A*, B*, and C* are on a scale between 0 and 1 such that A* =
A

B* = C* = 1. By making this assumption, we reach the same conclu-

sipn that we would reach if A*, B*,and C* were.on a 5 point, 10 point,

or any other uniform scale, but we are `laved from performing some cumbersome

algebra.

Given this assumption, (11) then becomes:

* * *
Dollars allocated to Total Funds

x
aA

d
+ bB

d
+ cC

dEligible Recipient Available
a + b + c

Then we can say that:

Dollars allocated to Total Funds
Eligible Recipient d Available

`awhere w
a + b + c

Y =
a +. c

: a+b+ c

y,"and z are between 0 and-1 and that w + y+ z = 1.
.

(13) can, then"' be converted to still another form:'

(12)

* * *
(wA + yB

d
+

d
) (13)

Dollars. allocated to
TotalFunds. 7.pr 1-

+Eligible Recipient
w

Totaf Fund,s2x:

y x Availebl:e ,.: (14)

-

e..

Jvi
4.- 46

I

..1,38.
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Total Funds
x C

dz Available

When represented in this form,it is clear that the allocation to

each eligible recipient consists of three components. The first.component

is in the first Set of brackets. Here an amount

Total Funds AW X :1(15)
Avai 1 abl e

has been earmarked for distribution on the basis of each eligible

recipienls value of A. At-is then the prop-action Of this amount that

eligible recipient d'will receive. (Since we have assumed that 0 An.

1 and that Pci,= 1.)

all d

an amount

Total Funds
y x (1

Available
6)

r

is distributed in proportion to eligible recipient's values,of B*, and

Total Funds
z x Available (17).

is distributed in proportion to eligible recipient's values ofC*-.

T9make this clearer, we can say',that there 'are actually three

separate distribution's of three separate funds 'defined as follows:

."A". fund = x
Total Funds

)Available

Total Funds
"B". fund := v x.

. 1,39

(19)



fund = z x
Total Funds
Available

(20)

This means that 'we have three subformulas, each of which allocates

funds to eligible recipients:

.

,Allocation to eligible
irecipient d from the = "A" Fund x A*
"A" fund

recipient d from the = "B" Fund x B*
-"B" fund

Allocation to eligible
re&ipient &from the "C''' Fund x Cd
"C" fund'

(21)

(22)

(23

The' propriety of a state's-use of WPM then depends on the propriety

of aarh of tha sub-formulas, which in turrrdepends on the propriety of

the wayin whidithe relevant Score,(A*, B*, or Ct) is defined'. Scoring

procedures, therefore-, ,playlacritical role in WPM and deserve More

elgorate discussion._

A. Proper Scoring Procedures. In selecting particular,measures

for eacli-formula factor (A, B, C,'etc. #bove), states to a grea extent
f,

have adopted whatever data happen to be 'readily available,' Although

economical, this Practice. may.seriOusly undermine efforts to target
,

funds to specific-populations and to monitor the effectiveness of tar--

'getini efforts. -To-illustrate the problem, consi der the way A number of
. ,

states use.,an unemployment factor- 1n theirformulo, Typically, some

variation of the following isinc1uded:
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;

* number of unemployed persons in eligible recipient d'.s district (241

d number of unemployed persons in State

. ,
. .

This score. is based on the' total numben of unemployed persons

residing in an eligible recipikntrs district without regard to whether

these unemployed persons,are enrolled in or even, given the 0000rtunity

to enroll in vocational education courses.. This-means that two eligible

recipients with the same number of unemplbyed, persons residing in their

districts will receive the same number'of-dollars even if one of :hem

offers extensive vocational education retraining'programs for unemployed

persons while the other offers nor),e, otter things being equal. Using

this measure provides no incentive'to recipients to actually enroll

unemployed persons. in- vocational education.

An alternative definition for U* would be:

H' number of unemployed, adults who have enrolled for
ud retraining with eligiblg recipient d

number of unemployed adults who have enrolled for
retraining in entire State

If this definition were used, funds would be distributed on the basis

the number of unemployed perS'ons that eligible recipients are actually

(25) -

retraining. Since their allocatiOn woGld'be dependent on the number of

these persons that they enroll, eligible recipients would have an incen-
s,

tive to seek these people out and perhaps_ establish special programs to

then.

A similar problem arises when'states include measures of relative

,

financial ability that either do not,ref lea or are not adjusted for

differences in number of students served. 'Thus, ln:some:states when the
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foiMula is mathmOtically manipulated to isolate the sub-formula for

',ability-to pay, the result-resembles the following:

and

Allocation to eligible - *
recipient d from the = 'Ability to Pay Fund x AP, - ('26)

,"Ability 6, Pay "' fund , a

-

AP* State Average Property Wealth per Student
d r erty Wealth per Student for Eligible,

Re ipient4d

(K fis. imply a reduction factor-defined so that'AP* =.1.)

It is logically possible for a,small town and a large city to have

the, same property wealth per capita ther_eby giying them the same value

of AP*. This means that both the small town and the large city will

receive the same number.of dollars from the "ability to pay fund, even

though the large city serves many more students,than the small .town.

Several states'do not appear to.understand that it is not sufficient

merely to include enrollment somewhere in the forthula. Rather, numbers

served,must be, related to each' factor.

In order that the number of, dollars per student that is allocated

to each eligible recipient be equitable, the score associated with'each

sub=formulashould be proportional to some relevant number of students

(such as the.number of disadvantaged vocational, handicapped vocational,

or'regular vocational students) enrolled with each eligible recipient.

For example, if A* is to be a disadvantaged score, it should be pro-

portional to the pumber of disadvantaged students in each district. One

4
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way to define A*,to accomplish this is to say:
} .

A*
=

number of disadvantaged vocational students served by d'

..d number of disadvantaged vocational students, in entire State
(27)

.

Wher this score is ,used, all eljgible recipients receive the 'same number-

of dollars from the "disadvantaged fund" for each disadyantaged student

'that they,serrv,e.
1

' It should be noted that some measure resembling (27) is necessary

even if indeed, 'etpecially if -- OVAE insists that "relative concen-

trations" of target populations.be measured as a percentage of the

population ,AVhin the,a'rea served by an eligible recipiintC rather' than

as a percentage of te:erItire state. OVi:-,E's' measure must be adjusted for

size of population. served; otherwise, it is likely that very s7a11

Tecipiants will receive the Sulk of se'taside funds.

Adjusting scores for numbersof students :served may not always be

sufficient, Attempts to adjust scores that do not properly belong in

the WPM approach can'intrOduce additional.di-fficu)ties. This problem is,
p

best illustrated by the treatment of relative finahcial ability.

b. Adjusting for Relative Financial Ability. .Most states Using

WPM include a measure of relative financial ability in the calculation

of points. As a typical example, suppose that a state establishes the
. -

"B" fl for general use on all types of students and seeks to distri-

bute funds with regard to relative financial ability. The general

'procedure is some variation of the following:

143
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total number of students
* served by d
d total number of students

in State
-

GlY

Property wealth per capita
for entire State
Property wealth per capita
for eligible recipient d

To evaluate this method of adjusting for ability to pay, consider

(28)

two hypothetical eligible reCilitents, G and H, which are identical in

every way including the number of students they serve, except that the

value of property wealth per capita is twice as great for G as it is fotr

G is "poorer" than H). The f6hmula then allocates twic

much money to G as it does to H. Since H can raise twice as much m ney

as G if they both apply the same tax effort (that is, if, they both tax

property at the same mill rate), G is given twice as much federal sup-

port as H. Now, it may appear that the purpose for doing this is-to

raise the financial standing of the poorer eligible recipient (G) up to

the level of the wealthier eligible recipieht (H), but it not at all

certain that G will actually receive sufficient funds to achieve this.

result. This can be demonstrated with some hypothetical figures. '

First, we consider a case in which the result after distributing

the-federal money is that the poorer eligible recipient (G). Ts still'

worse off than the wealthier eligible recipient (H). Suppose.that

formula (28) results in G receiving $1000 per student and H receiving

$500 per student. This is in keqping with the assumption that H's

ability -to pay is twice that of G. Suppose also that Gand H both applylf
the same tax effort, by using a "reasonable-mill rate, Mill Rate X, in

. .

0

.order to.raise revenue for vocational education., Finally, suppose that

whehapllytpg Mill Rate X, eligible recipient G raises $1000 per student
.
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and H takei in 12000 per student. Then the total amounts of federal and

local fund's that G and.H have are, respectively, 52000 per student and

$2500 per student. G, the poorer eligible recipiut, has feWer total

dollars per student than does H. To adjust this situation so that G and
.

H are both left with the same number of dollars per student we would :

-have to take $250.per student away from H and give it to G, thereby
0

leaving each with a total of $225b per student in federal and local

funds. The formula, however, does not do this.

(Similarly, it is poss a formula of this structure could

distribute money such that a relatively poor eligible recipient is not

just brought up to, equity wit ofher,Fore\wealthy eligible recipients

but is actually,,put-in a superior 4)os,ition.! ',

, A ,.
. .

C:c1rs4d,- the nr)itiOnS il, the-ahov,,, ear,p'0, but with one sm;111'
,

. . .

change: the assessed value of property fdr
,

both a- and H is now 1/4 of.

, 3 ,
what it was before. This means that when they tax usAt the,"reasonable"

ti

, ..

mill' rate, they'student, ana H will raise onl4y°1M0 per student in.local

% L 0

funds.' If, just as befOre; the
.
formula gives G $1000

peErtp
`.student and H

'''

$500 per student in federal funds, G will haveja tota of $12iO per

studeko! in federal and local funds while H has a total of only $750 per .

re,
student. The formula has not reversed the relative situations of,G. an'd

H so that G is now better off than H.

This is just as inequitable as the result of the other example in

-which G remains,worse off than H. aRemember that G and H are serving,

comr unities that .are identical in every way except that the?.ab.lities
c

to pay differ. .They hav the same number of lowincOMe persons', p there

I

P.
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is no reason to think that one has greater need-than the others in this

sense. In view of this, it is no more fair tp leave G better off than H.

than it is to leave H better off.than G.,

This method of adjusting for 'relative financial ability is then

arbitrary. It might .equalize ability to pay, but it could alb leave the

poor eligible recipients worse off than 'he wealthy ones or leave the

r
'wealthy eligible recipients wbrse off than the poor ones. Inded, thve

exists no equitable way to include relat ive financiarteli*
..or

procedures. Consequently, WPM is appropriate only if it is determined

that ability to pay nqiftot be,considered in the distribution of funds
I

(.as in states thatJ-ave achieved equalization or at the postsecondary

level where, local funds are not involved).

c. Selecting Weighting Coefficients. Once apprppriate factors

have been.identified and properly scored, there remains the problem of

how to weight each factor score., Recalling equation (10),.assume ihat

A*, B*, and C* are defined as follows:

* Number-of regular vocationalIstudents enrolled with d
.

(29)
A
d

7
Number of regt(lar vocationA:LAtudents in State

. . " ""c',
,

6*
;*

Number of disadvantaged vocaillon41 students enrolled with d
Number Of disadvnatagedyocational students in State.' .1

(30)d

* Number ofilandicapped vocational Istudents.enrolled with.dC' =
(1)d Number of handicapped vocational. students enrolled in State

It will be true that':

Total' Federalw x
Funds

A

Number of dollars.available for all
regul3r vocational students in State

146
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127.

Total FedeFal Number of dollars available for all
y x

Funds disadvantaged vocational students in State
(33)

. 4!

Total Federal,, Number of dollar's available for all
z x #

Funds handicapped'vocational students in State

It will also be true that:

w x Total Federal Funds
Number of regular. vocational
student's in State 10"

y x Total Federal Funds
Number of, disadvantaged
vocational students in State

z x Total Funds' s

Number of handicapped voca-
tional students in State

Number of dollars allocated
for each regular vocational
student

Numb'er of dollars allocated
for each disadvantaged
%vocatidiTal student

(34)

(35)

(36-)

NUMberof dollars allocatdd
Tor each'handicapped vocational (37)

student

4

Consequently, the values of the weighting coefficients w; y, and z
O

determine the number of dollars that will,be allocated for each type of ,

student. .hen it is asked then what the appropriate values of w, y, and

z are, it is equivalent to asking what number of dollarSper udent

should.be allocated for each type.of student,*

Thisis a matter that cannot be 'settled easily, because while it is

clear that more dollars per student 'should be allocated for disadvan--

taged and handicapped students -bian" for'regular students, it is not

clear, how many extra dollars should be spent on these needy students.

one might say that the appropriate weight depends on 'how much

more it Costs to bring disadvantaged and handicapped students to a

! .
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specified level of vocational ability than it does to bring regular

students to that same level ,of ability. In
ibs
practice, however, it.is not

c

so simple. Though tpe number of do lars spent wilrundoubtedly have an

impact on level of v tional ability attainedtby students, it is not

theonly factor that will affect the levels of ability,attained. For
4 d'

instance, individual characteristics of students will also be an impor-

.. tant determinant of the levels of ability achieved.' Among the disadvan-

taged, some students will be more highly motivated than others. Addi-

tionally, the ability of teachers, the degree, to which they succeed in

motivating their students, and the usefulness of the skills taught will

also affect the levels of vocational ability attained,

Because of4such factors? there is no unique level of vocational

ability that a given type of studeat will attain given the number of

dollars spent on his education. This makes it impossible to say pre-

cisely how many more dollars need to' be sperit on handicapped and dis-

advantaged students than on reg"ula"r students in order that they all

. attain the same level of vocational ability. However, while it is not

possible to make a iprecise determination of this type, some sort of

estimate should be possible. That is, in spitd of the fact that each

°

student may have different funding needs, it is probably true that the\W. 4

average level of need for handicapped and disadvantaged students is

higher than that of regular-students .and_that we can find some number of

extra dollars thatitan be spent on these more needy students which will,

on,averagb, . bring. them to the same level of vocational ability as reg-
i

ular students.

c-:
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,,This can be done using the WPM where w, y, and z are defined as follows':

w (38Y
R + + hH

y

z

dD#
R + dD + hH

hH

R + dD + hH

where R = number of regualar vocational students.

D =, number of disadvantaged vocational students

H = number of handicapped vocational students

d = average cost ofeducating disadvantaged vocational student
average cost of educating regular vocational student

h = average cost of educating handicapped vocational student
average cost of educating regular vocational student

(39)

(40).

Using this approach,to determine the values of the coefficients w,

w, y, and z provides that, on the average; students with special needs.

will receive extra "funds in proportion to the degree to which'they,

impose excess costs cin their institutions. ,The,approach offers a rational.

heans for justifying the weight ass,iined;to 'different factors.

It' is not evident that states presently using WPM have actually

employed this type o thod for determining weights. In fact, we have'

c--

....-.

,

found eviden that any state aoroeedural method'of setting

,. these coeff.lcients. :Several state officials told 'us tha they merely

adjust the coefficients until they obtain a formula that distributes

funds 'the way they want them distribute'ds. We suspect that this practice

is widespread.

a:
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. SUMMARY

p

The ways States implement any of these three methods of distri-

Butfng VEA funds differ greatly intheir ,details. Nevertheless, it iS

;.possible to dray/ some general conclusions regarding the state of formula'.

r

design ,a9 of:the close of FY 1979.

..
:OWtonclus5lons are as follows. First, while some states clearly

demonstrated ba.4r. understanding of the complexities of formula design
. ;

than aihers, .no state was- .using a procedure free of technical difficulties

;arbitrary judgements, unexplained' calculations, questionable interpreta-

.t

. ,

tions of-feder'al law, or inaccurate and inappropriate data.

AMong the more serious difficullles.are the following:

Fail ure to 'intlude explic itly in distribution procedures one or more,
of those factors such as relative financial' ability,.6ncentration
Of low-incohe families, location in an economically depressed

,area, or relative costs which are supposed to influence the'allocd7
tion-of VEA funds.

2. The use of ambiguously defined. measures subject to arbitrary and
. possibly unlawful manipulation.

3. The .use of nOn-cbntinuous measures that fail to make adequate
distinctions among recipi ts, are subject 4o insidious
Manipulation, and produce rbitrary results.

4., Failure to standardize scores,that have widely varying magnitudes
and hence introduce'implicit'iieights into distribution prOcedures..

5. tnsuffficient explanations for the deriVation of tables, ranges of
reimbursement- rates, and weights assigned to-various factors.

6. The use of elaborate ranking procedures and mathematical manipulations
that, despite their complexity, produce distributions that are nearly
uniform because tif constraints that are imposed externally on the
range of permissible differences'iA allocations per student or rates
of reimbursement.

4,71

Second, none of the three general models used in FY 1.§7\is capable of
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e fairly incorporating all the criteria the Congress has specified to determine

allocation of funds. Among the threes the Weighted Points Method .is by far

y

the superior approach. In,addition.to.-hqu iring explicit.comikderetion of
1

appropriate wdights, it offers three attractive features:

A.46,

"T. It call be used to distribUte any amount of,Maney, and its parameters
need not be changed to adjust to annual fluctuation's in available
funds. _Hence, it is administratiVely convenient and avoids any
long term commitment of.a particular level of funding.

2: It provides.lbme money to.all eligible recipients. No cut-off
need be established, which.can be subject to arbitrar judgment
and political interference.,

3.: If properly designed, it links dollars received directly to...
the ,number, of students'served. Thus, it'provides a,sensible
system of.incentives. This advantage holds only if.'states
count the actual number of target.populationssvved, as opposed
to the number residing in the district.

Nevertheless, WPM-as presently fmplemented suffers front several shd}'tcomingg:

. .

1. Adjustments for'differences in relative financial ability cannot
be fncofporated directly in t4e weighting procedure. ConSequently,
PK-must be combined with another method of equalizing relative -,

financial ability, or. -it must be eStricted to those sjtuations
where relative financial ability hat been neutrallized and,isi not
a relevant concern.

2. What is administratively convenient for state offici'al's
problematic for local administrItons, who are unable to predict
future aHocations or secure long term commitment's or

.
. . ,

3. It does not take into account differences in costs among different,
programs or different districts.

,

srha-11' tu4n thed .
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CHAPTER V

)PatternS of Funds Distribution Within States

>':
,.. ..

.

J-he 1976 Amendments to the Vocational EducatiOn Act sought to

, -.

prescribe more explicit directions as to how states were .Lo allocate

,,

-federaT funds fqr Vocational education to eligible recipients. The

1 , legislation continued the pracctfce of setting aside portions of funds°

-

for the handicapped and kliskivantage'd 'ten and twenty percent, respec-

tivelj -- and included a fifteen percent st'aside for adult and post-"
secondary students. AdditionallY, the'ACt directed states to allocate ,

funds. to ,recipients ,based on fdue c-rlteriai I ) 1 oatjon in an 'econ-
-. ...

,

4,,,,,,.:
.

omically depressed area, ',1%).propose35 foi' new prograT,s to meet new and
, . _

i
,,, , .

94ers,ir,5 7:).anpower. needs; .'.3) -;,'elit,:!= 1:-!nnrlq- ah-!ii.4.-, r1,1 4) :r-IrPr7
. _

.

." , . .

-:, t heof 160-Tncome families or.individilals. cor,t i,- n -the case of "other 7:

,
.

.' - P ,,....*.,..1..-
_.

er-en_pi-elets ," concOntra on of studentA.:mhbs-e' education imposes
. -

,
higher than average cotts). 'In schipteh, we eXatine in tvtelye states

. , .- '..

, .

.t'
,

how the _funds have been distrist &and the extent to W4ch the distri-
.,

bution -reflects' these Congressional objectives .
, .

.. .

. ., 1 .

To 'clefect,,,patterns in ;the ilistribution of funds to LEAS, the study .

J.
. ., .,, .

.- ..,

'" - e

employed tw o types o f.' as nalysis . First,

I .

re
a r

g ression analysis
,

was-:used -

:to ,examine the variation- in" 9,EA revenues among LEAs in each of the tOelye , A'

:states..' Second, the stud/ organizedlEAs4h6 enrollment weighted
, :- -,,,' . -

quartiles and .cbbiNred VEA revenues per student in ihe2top half of the ..

.
.

distributibb with expeOtures in the bottom 'half. .

, , .,
\ ,

) ,. . .

. The general forth of the regt4ssioh equation used throughout'the ,r
. ,

. ., . .
, . 1 :)) t

132
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analysis is the following: .

R.
1

= a
0
+ b11V. +.b2 1

+ b31P- + b41 al+ b,H. + b
6
D. + b

7
+ L.W.

whe.T
1
= VEA revenues in LEA i

Vi = Vocational education(enrollmpts in -LEA

Wi = Assessed value per ADA n LEA i

P. . Percentage, of children in LEA i who live in low- income families

U. = the Unemployment rate in LEA i

Hi =,the-.percentage of LEA i's vocational education enrollment
that-washandicapped:

)
' D.

1
= the percentage of LEA i's vocational education enrailplent

that was disadvantaged
,

.
.L1 = the percentage of LEA i's vocational education enrollment

that had limited English proficiency

a
o

= a constant

4
-b

1
to
7
= regression coefficients. Y .

.

..

'Thus, the regression analyiis address(is a simple question: con-
.

troiling for the effects of each of the other Variables, db an LEA's VEA.
. -

,,'

:-- . reVenuesinCreaSe'as
relative financial ability decreaSes, as the number

f
..:.,

. .

of children,from row- income families increases; as local unemployment
% 4 .

rate increases, +peas the percentages of handicapped, disadvantaged and

limited Englih'speaking students increase?.

4

The liriitations of this,kind of analysis should be noted. R4resiOn.

analysis testsfor systematiclinear relationships between the dependent ,
,

.00vaiable:(nemiues) and the independent variablOs (vocationa enrollment," Tfi

,

i
wealth, _etc."). find results .only if the dependent'-.

. o
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I

variable and the'independent variable move In step, (either directly or

inversely). Thus, a positive statistically significant relationship

will be found if as the value; of the independent variable increases,

the value-of the dependent variable also increases. Moreover, these in-
_

creases must be close to proportional throughout the range of observed

values. ThaNs, if when the independent variable increase's frorf; 7 to 8

the dependent variable increases by 1/2, then an increase from 8 to 9 or

from 0 to 21 should also produce increases of 1/2. To obtain statls-.

A

ticaJl.y,significant results, the analysis can tolerate some. deviations

from a perfect linpar relationship between the dependent and irdepehdeht

variables, but the greater the deviatidn is the greater is the liken-,:

>.;

hood that statistically significant findings w.11 rrbt be,obtained.

Because of the limitations of rearessioi/ anal psis, the 97:lid,/ Pr;-.

ployed second type of analysis. In each State, LEAs were rankedfrom
. .

lowest to highest on several different measures. relative financial,,,

.

abflity, unemployment rate; Oovarty, etc. the LEAs were then-divided

into quartiles such that she first group of EAs.acdodnted for'approx,

imatey one-fourth of the statewide/enrollment in vocational education.

These quartiles excluded theargest city. in each State, because this

LEA'S enrollMent is typically so large that it would fifl a quartile by

itself.'Averagp'VEA revenues per student were then calculated for LEAs

in the top half of the diStibution and for LEAs in the boom half of

the distribution, and the ratio of the two was determined. -Thus, a

ratio greater than 1.00 indicateS higher VEA revenues per student in the

top half of the distribution and.a ratio less than 1.00 indicates higher

;
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4

-1, .VEArevenues per student in the bottom half. Fbr each measure, VEA

revenues-in the large,st-Zity.are displayed separately

I i
, . .

A. Distributiori. to Economically
1

Depressed Areas and'Areas Proposing .

New Programs ',
.

.

...

*.t ,k,

. To determine the allocation offederal_funds, Congressdire4s
.

#.. . k
lb .

that the State shall, in considering the approval of
such applications [for funds], give priority to those
'applicants which -- . "-, .

_ (il are located, in economically depressed areas
and areas with high rates'of unemployment, and are
unable to provide the 'resources necessary to meet the
vocational education needs af those areas without

., . ,. Federal assistance, and .

.

(ii) propose programs which- are new to the area
to 'be Served and_whi,ch are designed to meet new and .

emerging.manpoyer,needs and Sob opportunities in the
area, and, where.reJevant,,in fheiState and he Nan on
_.(P.L. 94482, Sec. 106(a).(5)(A)). . -.

f.' ______
..1..._4--..P--.--.-.--- , .

-1..Allocatidn's to Economitally Depresed Areas. The legislation
,

.

_-,

, -

defines' neithelwhat constic:tates-:an "economically depressed area" nor.
.,.,

. . ,

what is to be considered a "high" "'ate-of unemployment. Consequently,
, .

.,
-

1 literal interpretations-6Y both factors have enabled somestate's.to:'..

label almost all recipieqs neconOmlicalh, depressed:" While .technically -,
, ..

..,..

legal, giYen the'failure Of,botii the legislatinl and-the regulations' to
.

, - ,

be more specific,
,

it is dotibtf0-that this-practice reflects the Con,- .

,

e ,

,gressiopal intentto 'direct more resources to recipients -with greater
ov.

needs.:
,

,

OVAE has.sinceruled that definitions of economically depressed
, . .

areas include at a min-imp a *sure cryocel unemployment, but it has. ,,

,

14

.90

v.
not specified how this- Variablt is to be used (e.g.; as a -ccintinuous or

J

J ,

non- continuous measure)'. Nor has' OVAE limited the other measures states

*,



may employ. :Consequently, states are. still able to label most recip-

ients eqonomicilly depressed.

For purPO'ses of our analysis, we have, assumed that Congress had a

rather simple notion in mind -- namely, that all other- things being

equal, recipients with,highr rates of unemploymgnt should receive

V

larger amounts of federal funds. Using multiple regression to _control
.

other variables_affeCting th'e distribution of funds ( e.g., size, wealth,

income, etc.), 'we found a' positive statistically significant relation-
'

ship betweenYEA expenditures and unemployMent rates in onlyNdeoif

*
the twelve- states, 1.1,1 inois.

4
e

.

6gression: analys-is checks for a systematic 1 igear relation. Given

theeeculiariti.es of many .,Fate distribution procedures, it is possible

tbat;,' -on the average, states,,have al iLated more funds- to l_Fas wl4thh-iah

"...unemployment but that the al location is haphazard rather than,rational .*

Consequently, rank.ing LEAs by. Unempl oyment rage we inquired whether
,

.

.federal. revenue .per student was, on the average, higher in LEAs in the
,

-; ; - ,,, .

top-half -of ..the distribution weighted by-vocational eduCation enrol rent
. .

.
, -

, . .

Table V-1 summarizes the results of this inquiryi:displayicg the ratio
.}

- ,< ,

. of the two figures as well as.amounts pe'r student-fbrach-..state. -A..
.0.

.

ratio greater han orie-indicatesthat, on the average, 'states concen-ylr,
.

,
..,

: r . .trated-more-f d rWmoney in LEAs with average, unewloyment,, arid,-

\ , -
t For local unemp yment rates, we relied on data- from the ,US. Office.

.. .

>

-,. of Reveride Sharing:. Series in Local Government Unemploygent- Rateso . ' s-,Second Quarter rm. ,
2' . - .

, . .

.

,
...

. :
. .. ,

. . .** .By "rational ," w- simply,. mean Oat' tfie procedure for sonsiaei-16:9 ::--: ,--
, an, LEA's unemployment ate is "elfipii-i cal I y- Eased and Aat twO LEAs' with,

equal rates are -treated eqUally.
.

4
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Table V:1

nu&

, 137

Average Federal Reygnue Per Student
Enrolled in Vocational Education for Secondary LEAs

Classified by Rate of Unemployment - 1978-79

(1,) (2). (3) N.

LEAs with LEAs with
below average -.aboVe average Ratio of .... :

Largest City unemployment unemployment (3) to (2)

c

CALIFORNIA, . 24.96

1.

COLORADO 39.84

'FLORIDA 10.15.

'ILLINOIS 21.76

KANSAS '4 7.75

19.13 22.08

24.25 38.17

9.36 .12.54

21.89 26.72

,

42.65 47.03

.-

NtW YORK 95.21 56.41' 101.93

'OKLAHOMA 32.56 25.05 , 38:72

PENNSYLVANIA 167.23 59.99 74.14

SOUTH, DAKOTA 96.34 - )4.80 44.73

TEXAS , 88.32 43.50' 53,.00tt

UTAH 43.64- 44.68 ,34.97

WASHItGTON 12.03 1 -19-:.24 21.84'

157

j

1.81

1.55

1.25

3.02

1.22

.78

1.14

-ft



de

the extent to which it exceeds one indicates the degree of concentra-

tion. In-each State, federal revenues per stilea in the largest city
.--

ar'e present0 sepdrately to avoid'swamping the analysis with figures for

a si4gle LEA that may represent as mech as 25 percent of the state's

enrollment.
7

Table V-2 reveals that on the average, in all but one of the twelve

\

states, federal revenues per student outside the largest cityare higher
41,

-in LEAs with above average unemployment. Thus, Ghile only a fe0 og the

twelve states have a mathematically based method for allocating federal

funds in accordance with unemployment, many.more manage' to concentrate

federal funds in-areas of high-unemployment, albeit in e rather haphazard,

ambiguous way.

Note, however, the. importance of excluding the central city from

this analysis. for example; Cttcago -with-an-above average

unee oyment rate rec ives less federal' money per student than the group
, a

of LEAs with below average unemployment. If Chicago had been included

in the calculations of unemployment ratios.for IlTinois; revenues per

, ,

student would have been about equal 'in LEAs with above and below average

unemployment; there would have been no evidence of concentration, In

Utah:including Salt Lake City would increase revenues per student in,

LEAs With-high unemployment; but its incluTiOn would not raise the

amount above that fclti LEAs with below average-uneMployment;'the state
4 d,

would Still be allocating more federal funds pertstudent to LEAs with

136

V

below average Chemployment. On other hand, including Denver: Col-
\

-orado and Rapid City, South Dakota in these states' calculations would

(

4 4.
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Table.V-2

Average Federal Revenue Per Student
Enrolled in Vodational bEducation in LEAs with Above

, Average and Below Average Relative Financial Ability
Secondary, 1978-79 .

,

(1) (2}

I Above Average
Largest City, 'RFA -

CALIFORNIA 24.96 '20.65

COLORADO 39.84. 32.21

FLORIDA 10.15 10.68
- 1

ILLINOIS. 21.76 21.22

%KANSAS, 7.75 39.17

NEW "YORK 95..23 108.90

:OKLAHOMA 32.50 35.81, -

PENNSYLVANIA 167.23'1 ,. 69.7

SOUTH, DAKOTA 14.91

-TEXAS. 88.32 45.08 .

UTAH 4I;64 29.96

WASHINGTON 12.4 18.69

-159

(3)

Below Average Ratio of
RFA (3) to (2)

139

21.03 .

29.75

11.01

26.30

49178

, 43.34

28.32

-64.50

.49.92

-51.59

51.00

2-3.04

1:02.

.92

1.24

1.27

.40'

1.26

.92

3.35

1.14 .

1.23



,intreaU the degree of funds-concentration in LEAs with high uneploy-

ment.

The rather haphazard relationsh ip between unemployment rates and

allocations of federal fundsihould be interpreted-cautiously, Except in

a few states where school di-strict borders are coterminous pith county

borders,- there are no accurate measures of unemployment rates in. all,

LEAs. Rather stStes-hive been forced to assign a county rate to all

LEAs contained within the coun ty borders. This practice fails to re-

flectpotentially'great dis-barities among LEAs within counties,

for example; AlaredE Coynty in California contains twenty LEAs. These

include Piedont Unified, one of the highest income districts in the

state,.Emery Unified, one of the lowest income districts 14 the state,

as well as the pities of Oakland and Berkeley. Assigning the same

unemployment rate to all of these LEAs makes, little sense, and the state

has therefore chosen to assign rittleNeght to unemplicent rates in-
.

its funds distribution formula. Consequently, it is not surprising that
.

the states' patterns of allocating VEA funds do not appear to .consider

-differences in unemployment- rates. Given the impeci'sian with which

unemployment can be measured, this is prdbably wise policy.

.The di ficu]Ly of obtaining precise measures of unemployment il-

lustrates a problem that will appear frequently throughout our analysis:
.

Simply put, in establishing criteria for allocating VEA funds, the

,Congress has given insufficient attention to the question of whether a

partjcular,criterion may be accurately measured for an LEA (as opcosed

to a. municipality, township, or county). Unless ,tile Congress is-willing

160
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,
to C6msider supporting the costs of collecting new data (and the costs

can be substantial), it should consider more.caref9lly what objectives \

for .rgeting funcOcan be effectively achieved using data'that are

available for most school districts.

. 2. Allocations to Areas Proposing New Programs. In requiring

1 states to give funding priority to recipients propo g new programs to

meet new and emerging manpower needs, Congress apparently had in mind

discouraging localities from continuing to operate outdated or unnec-

essary training programs and encouraging them>to anticipate labor market

changes that might cause shortages or surplu'ses of- skilled workerp.,

However, while the intent.is clear, the{emphasis on "new" programs has

not addressed this aim very precisely. In many instances, responding to

changing local labor market conditions requires expanding or updating.

existing 'progi-ams rather than creating new ones. Moreover, rewarding

LEasior initiating. new programs may encourage unnecessary programs,

offered simply because they are new and therefore, eligible for funding,

or elaborate disguises,for'existing programs that are changed in name

only. ' rn addition to such perverse jAcentiyes,°there are conceptual,

difficulties of determining what CSostit'utes a "new" program. 'How long

may a progam operate before jt is no longer considered new, six months, a,

yeal-., three years? How different must a new program be from an existing
.

one to be considered new?

-As a result of these and other difficulties, states have larg'ely

ignored the new program criterion in allos4ting federal finds. In 1978:

79, only seven of the fifty states' reported using °a factor considering

4e.
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new programsi their procedures for distributing ederal funds.

jpically, these states gave to'LEAs offering new p grams additional

poInts. or weighting eb the scores used to rank recipi nts for dtstri-
,

buting federal funds, _in some cases, additional points were based

simply on he number of new progans offered, with no con ideration about

the number of students actually enrolled in them. In othe Instances,

'LEAs earned points based on the ratio of expenditures fornei programs

to total` expenditures ges for vocational educatiob. Aprently, ta,tes

employing this. practice 'did oot realize _or did not cre'that it put LEAs

with large vocational e4pcation programs at a distinc: dis,advantage. In

short, even among th2 few states, attempting to imple7;ent the r"equire-
e

°
, -

rent, procedures .res were highly arbitrary and imprecise.
:

i.'

Unable to deVne an acceptable definition and ,measure of new pro-

lifpt
grams and lacking 'O.ta on changes in program offerings of LEAs, we did

°

t.
not attempt any quantitative anaTysis,o-f ,the T-Tdw of Tlunds(1n -respect

to new program offerings. HOwever, given,thTsriall number of.. states
=

reporting any attempt to usethis.criterion', we think-it safe to say

that it has little or n6"effect.on the allocd-tion of federal funds.
\I ,, .

.. .
..

B., Distributions with
.

Respect to.,Relativ -Financial.Ability a d
- Concentrations of Low-rncoMe Families

,- ...In addition p directing funds'tc*war"d ecoptimicallytdepressed areas ,
..,,

,

.,

'ant areas offering new programs, the Congress tOeified two'moretriteria t
"'

for determinin tie distribution of funds relatke financial ability

and-toncentrations.of low-income families or
4
indivtduals:

1 62



S.

e- 'e e ,

-

-.,
_...-.

. c ..

* ,

,

.Vie State_shall, in determining the amount of funds
avall4le under this Act which' shall be Made available
to those applicants fog "funding, base such distribution,

0a-economic, social and,demographje factors related to
the needlor vocational education among various popu-
lations and the Various areas, of the State, except that.--.

(i) the State will use as the two Most 1ppartant
-3: factbrt in deter'Mini'ngthi distribution (I) in the D'

caste of local educational agencies, the relative finan:-,,

\
,. . cial ability of suclkagehcies to provide the Tesources

. necessary' to -met the need for vocational educttion in
the areas'tney.serviee and the relative number of cob-
centration of low-incoMe families or individuals within
such agencies, and (II) in the case of other eligible
reciPients.,*thie relatiVe financial ability of such re-
cipients to ?ovide thekvources to initiate br main
tain vocational educatiiIrprograms to meet the needs
of their students and the relative number or eoncen-
tratitorl-of students whom they serve whos5education.
imposes than.average-costs; such as handicapped o,

students, students fromclow-income families, and
students from faMilies in which Engltsh is not the

,

dominant language-(P.L. 94482, Sec. 106(6)(5)(3)(i)).

.0

1. Relative Finaticial Ability, For, purposes of distributing VEA

1

funds,federglregulationsstipulatectoodefillitionsofrelative fiscal

capacity., First, states' could employ measures of local property wealth

per capita;- typically the local tax base of an LEA,divided"by its total

resident population.
it'

AlternatiVely, states could use at measure of total
. - L .

local tax' effort', per capita lOcal ax'revenues divided by ToCal per'
,

A
tipita''income.

V. 0

In practice, both,measures'have proven unworkable for most states.

Except fOr LEAs thata4 coterminous with county or municipal' borders,

the most cur-rent measures of resident -populatiOn are for 1970, the most

recent census for which school distHet data-are available. School

se'simply current population data, and
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collecting it would be quite expensive. As far as local tax'effort is

Concerned, this measure is' practically impossible to calculate except

. for a small number*f LEAs that are'.perfectly coterminous with all other,

taxing jurjsdittions within the LEA's borders.. Consequently, most

states measure relative financial ability in terms of equalized property

value per unit of average daily attendance (ADA) or'per unit of average

daily membef.ship (ADM). ,At the.postseconClary level, where in many

states,there is no loca funding, relative financiaT.ability has ben
. t.

defined simply as state revenues per student.

Regressions analyzing the relationsh,4p between relateve finan-

Cial ability (property wealth per ADA) and alToCations of federal -Funds

found statistically.signific"ant results in only one of th,14 twelve states,

Washington. When we examined average revenues per student in high

wealth LEAs versus lowiWealth LEAs, we found a mixedpattrn. As Table

V-3 diSplays, in Color'ado, New York' and Pennsyl.hnia federal revenues
,

per student were higher,in LEAs with above average wealth, a pattern

directly contradicting federal directions. In'California and Florida
,

there was little -difference in federal revenues per student between

high-wealth and low=Wealth LEAS. .,In the remaining seven states revenues
.

per student were from 14 tO.235 percent greater in LEAs with below

average wealth:,

In most states; the distrtbution of state and local revenues for\
, ,

vocational education completely swamps any equalizing tendericy,of^fed-
.

eralofunds. This i-saPparent when one compares the ratio Of federal

revenue's per student'in loW wealth LEAs to revenues per student in high
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wealthLEAs with similar ratios for state and local revenues and total

revenues. Table V-3A displays these three types of ratios for the

twelve states. In most cases the ratio for federal revenues exceeds\

one, indicating that more revenue per -student is concentrated in low

.wealth LEAsElut the ratio for total revenues is less, than one, indi-

cating highertOtal revenues per student in high wealth LEAs. Con-

sequently, the distribution of state and local funds more than offsets ,

the federal funds.

a. Concentrations of Low Income Families. 'Neither the Act nor the

regulations clearly define'S a measure of low-income families or ind-

ividuals. Rather OVAE instructs states to .indicate clearly in their

plans and accountability reports how they have'computed the 7oncentration
,

1 of low-income families. Most states Cannot measure the number of low-

income families or, individuals directly, at least not for recent years,

because LEA boundaries are net coterminous with municipal or "county-

boundaries, the government units for which income data are most readily

available, Consequently, OVAE permits states to use proxies such as the.

number- of students eligible for Title I or eligible for the.School 'Lunch

Program. _States may.also use data on,Aid to Families with Dependeit-,

Children.

.., Table V-4 reports the results of regressions analyzing whether,
:'. -

. .
.

.. ,Other things- equal, LEAs
wtth:higher-concentratilons of low-income fam-

amilies .(LIF)received-more federal VEA funds.* In only four of,the

,Our measure of LIF relies'cin the OrsharlskY poverty index developed.for the Social Seclirlty Administration in 1964 and modified, by the Federarl'Interagency Committee-in 969. This' index estOlishe,"poverty.income .threshold," based on such factors as famiTS, sex and-age of family
.head,, number, of children under. 1'8, and farm,non -faym'residence.

16o
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Table V.-3A-

o

Ratios of Revenues per Student in Low Aalth LEAs
to Revenues per Student in High LEAs

Secondary, 1978.-:79

Federal'

Revenues'

i-

N

CALIFORN IA. .1..02

COLORADO
COLORADO .

,
,92

FLORIDA '1:03. - .

ILLINOIS 1.2:-

KANSAS 1.27 :

Q

Nc;i YORK .40
,

OKLAHOMA 9 1.26

PENNSYLVANIA .92

SOUTH DAKOTA

TEXAS 1.14

.

S'tte/Looal,
Revenuens

Total

Revenues

:
-..o

,

0.>

..91

.

91

I

91 .91.
4

1.19 1.19 ..

.?,6' .07

1.22 1.22

N.A. '

.84

N.A, N.A.

1.25 1.36

N.A. N.A.

UTAH 1.70 1.08 .1.16
ti

WASHINGTM 1.23- .93 .94'

4,

166.
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Table V -4

Relationship,Between Allocation of Federal Funds
And Concentration of Low-Income 'Families

Secondary, 1978L79

I

120 130 140

CALIFORNIA 0 0 0

COLORADO 0 .Q 0
FLORIDA . 0 0 0

ILLINOIS' 0 0 0

,

KANSAS O. 0 0 :

NEW YORK +*** 4.** 4.-:'.,*

OKLAHOMA 0 0

...

PENNSYLVANIA 0 0 0
,

g

SOUTH DAKOTA 0 0 0
,

TEXAS -
4.** 4 0

UTAH 0 0 0

WASHINGTON -0 0

+ significant with 90 percent confidence
* significant with 95 percent confidence

** signficant with 99 percent confidence
*** signficant with 99.9 percent confidence

tr

1617

147,

Total
150 Federal

0 0

0 0

0 0

0 0

0 0

f.*** ).***

+*** 0

0 0
.

0 0

4.*** +***

0 0

4.* 0
1



twelve states did we find statistically significant positive relation-

ships. These results change somewhat when LEAs are grouped under two

classifications of below average and above average poverty. As Table

11-5 displays, in eleven states total federal revenues per student were

fr(Pri 7 to 513 percent greater in LEAs with above average concentrations.

of poverty. 0.In Utah, however, revenues per student in below average

LEAs were only 87 percent of those in above average LEAs.',

C. -Allocations to Target Populations

.

P.L. 94'182 dir,ects states to set aside 10 percent of the funds

allocated under Subparts 2 and 3 for programs serving handicapped
I-

students and 20 percent for programs serving disadvantaged. Addi- 10.

tionally, a portion of the disadvantaged setaside'is to be reser,4ed for

students with limited English proficiency (LEP), the.-amount ;varying

depending-.on the proportion o.f students age 15-24 statewide with limited

English proficiency. Although P.L. 94-482 makdes no explicit mention

of rage, funds distributed must comply with Title VI of the CiVil Rights

Act., 'Thus, while there is no requirement that states allocate more

federal VEA funds to LEAs with high concentrations of minorities, pro-
,

cedures that resulted in significantly lower allocations to such-dis,

tricts would..be.tuspect. 'Therefore, in this section we examine dis-

tributions-with respect to race, as well as handicapped and disadvan-

taged."

4

:7,1.68

.r
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Table V-5 ,

Relationship Between Federal Revenues per Student.
and Concentrations of Low=Income Families

Secondary, 1978-79

(1) (2) (3)

Below Average Aboa Average' Ratio of
Largest City Concentration Concentriition (3) to (2)

24.96

COLORADO 39.84

FLORIDA 10.15 .

ILLINOIS 21.76

KANSAS 7.75,

-NEW YORK '95.23 4

.OKLAHOMA ;32.56,,

PEN"SYLVANIA 16723

SOUTkrDAKOTA'.
'TEXAS.

UTAH 1 464

OtA51-1T,NGTON 1,q.03

441

't;

PS

149 '

17.16 24.18 1.4f

28.93 33.09

9.61 12.27 1.28

21.95 26.64 1.21

32.86 55.81 1.70

17:44 '106.95 6.13

30.24 35.93

55,63" 79.06 1.42

27.39 34.51 1.26

44.49 51,:33 1.15

42.42, 36.81 .87

20.1) 21.48- 1.0? %-

I 4

, 4



. . ,

. . .,
.

Most states wereqiot able fo provide us with data that reported the

, .

distribution of setaside. funds separate from allocations under Subparts
,.

2 and 3. However, if other thingscequal, 'states are directing more VEA

funds to LEAs with higher concentrations of target populations, then

regression analysis should find significallt relations between the amount

of total Subpart 2 funds received and the percent handicapped or disad-

e :

vantaged. In fact, in some respects, analyzing total Subpart 2 funds is

preferable to analyzing only the setasiNaripunt (assuming_ it were

available) because this permits checking for any substitution effect, by

which an LEA receiving a greater setaside allocation would receive a

S
smaller allocation of unrntricted funds.

1. Handicapped. Table V-6 summarizes the results' ofregression

ovamininc tho rolticnchip hoto,on Pllc-Ation nf foclorl fiTris the

percentage of handicapped students. In six of the twelve st tes, there,

are statistically significant positive relationships for a least one

category of funds. However, we found significant positive relationships

I°for Subpart 2 and total VEA fundsin only three states:.

When w compared,allocations per student in LEAs with below average

concentrations of handicapped student s with allocationt in above average

LEAs (Table V-7), we found that in eight states expenditures per student

were from-10 to 400 percent greater in LEAs with above average concen-
\

:trations_of handicapped students, but in three others, expenditures in

above average LEAs were considerably less than expenditures in LEAs with .

bel'ow average concentrations,

170
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Relatibnship Between Allocation of Federal Funds
And bncentrations of HanClicappd Studints

Secohdary, 1978-79

"'able V-6

CALIFORNIA +***

COLORADO . 0

FLORIDA 0

ILLINOIS +*

KANSAS 0

NEW YORK

OKLAHOMA 0

PENVYLVANIA 0

SOUTH DAKOTA 0
.,

TEXAS 0

UTAH 0

WASHINGTON N.A.
*

120 130

* * *

* * *

0
4

0;

0,

0

+ .

. +*

:..:

0 0

N.A.
o

140 150 :Total Federal

+ * ** + * **

0 0

0

10 0

0 0

+lc**

0

0

0

* * * 4.***

0 0 0

-* -* 01

0 0 0

0 0 0

,0 0
. . .

N.A. sl.A. N.A.

+ significant with 90 percent conf-i-dencp---

* significantwith 95 percent confidence

** significant with 99 percent confidence

***, significant with 99.9 percent .confidence

4

11L
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( Table V-7 r

Relationship Between Federal Revenues per, Student
And Concentrations of Handicapped Students.

_Secondary, 1978-79

(9)

Largest. City

(2).

Below Average
Concentration.

(3)

AboCie Average
'Concentration

Ratio of
(3) to (2)

CALIFORNIA, 24.96
---4

- 17.61 26.60 151

'COLORADO' 39.84
,

30.163 25.12 '.82

FLORIDA , 10.15 10.38 11.40 1.10

ILLINOIS *21.76 19.77 29.11 1.47

KANSAS 7.75 53.47 31.96 .60

,

NEW YORK 95.23 61-.49 116.04 1.89.
A

OKLA:10A-
.

32'.50

.

2581 42:83 1.68

PENNSYLVANIA 167.23 52.37 77.57 1.48
c)

SOUTH DAKOTA 96.34 14.98 74.70- 4.97.

.TEXAS s 88.32' -45:42 ., 51.27, 1.13

UTAH - 43,64 44.68 34.97 , .78

WASHINGTON 2.03 N.A. N:A.' N.A.

4
4

1-

O
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We sliould note that the absence of positive findings does not
O

necessarily indicate that,aAltateWailed to comply Withlederal Jaw.

Present-1Y,, regulations do not require states'tpliocate setasides to

LEAs on the basis of concentrations of handicapped students or-to weight

handicapped students more heavily, in weighted pupil di tribution sys-

tqms. Some statesdo incorporate these procedures, b t others do not.

Indeed :at least one state finds it convenient' to allocate handicapped

setaside funds to special state institutions for-the handicapped rather

than to'LEAs. Not only do'es this practice permit easier accounting but

it also eliminates probleMs caused by trying to match excess costs.

Because these are specialized facilities, the entire cost of operation

may be considered "excess" and totaL state expenditures.in these fac-

fifties 'may be applied to the mat

2. , Disadvantaged. Table V,8 summarizes.the results of regres-

sioa -analyzing the relationship between allocations of funds and an

LEA's percentage of dis,adavantaged students. We found some signifi

positive relationships in four of nine states (data on di$advantaged

students were un. . able for California, Utah, and,, Washington). CO'm-

paring expend, tures,p udent in LEAs with above average and beloW

O

averagb con ntratioits of disadvantaged student's, we found that in eight

states expenditures, per student were from 5'to 200 percent greater in /
LEAs with above average concentration's:of disadvantageditudents

(Table V-9).

As with the handicapped setaside, there is no,requirement that the
'11V

disadvantaged setaside or funds allocated under Subpart 4 be. allocated
,

to LEAs with higher concentrations of disadvantaged students. Our anal-

171
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Table V-8

Relationship .Between Allocation of Federal Funds
And Concarl&atias of Disadvantaged Students

Secondary, 1978-79

120 130 140 150 Total Federal

CA4IFORNIA---: N.A. N.A. N.A: N.A. ' N.A. N.A,'

COLORADO 0 0 0 OVk, 0

0 0 0 0 0
Fl OR

,

ILLINOIS +* 0 0 4-* N. 4-*
_

t,-

'KA';SAS 4-* 0 0 0 4-*

NEW YORK . : 0 ** '0

OKLAHOMA -11, 4.*** . .4. _*., 4.***

PENNSYLWIA + 0 .i.,
0 +*'

SOUTH DAKOTA : 0 0 0 0 0
I

TEXAS
.

0 O. 0 0 0
. c

UTAH N.g. N.A.' N.A. .. N.A. N.A.
0

WASHINGTON *N.A. ° N.A. . N,A. N.A. N.A.
, . ....

3

significant with 90 percent confidence

* .sA0ific" with 95 percent confidence

*signific with,099 percent.coniidence

iith 99.9' percent confidence* * *

174
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Table V-9

Relationship Between Federal Revenues per Student
And Concentrations'of.Disadvantaged Stzdents

Secondary, 1978-79 o-

(1)

Largest City

(2)

Below Average
Concentration

. (3)

Above Average
Concentration

Ratio of
(3) to (.2)

CALIFORNIA N.A. N.A°.. N.A. N.A.

COLORADO 39.84 18.49 39.28 2.12

ie
FLORIDA 10.15 10.57 11.05 1.05

ILLINOIS 21.76
_,

1i .86 29.15 - 1,56

KANSAS 7.75 19.36'. 56.30 2.91

NEW YORK 95.23° 93.5 92.27 , .99

"IP. n,,..LA
uni.mm.mh 32\50 15.68 4,9.42 .3.15

PENNSYLVANIA 167.23 47.53 84.87 1.79
' 4 4

SOUTH DAKOTA 96.,34 24.00 37.16 1.55
,

TEXAS 88.32 43.84 ,
53.02 1.21

UTAH 'N.A. N.A.,, N.A. N.A.

WASHINGTON N.A: N.A. N.A. . N.A..

w

.
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ysis, therefore', provides indicators of states' efforts to target funds,

' it it does not indicate compliance or non compliance with federal law.

Moreover, states are free to concentrate funds in a few LEAs or insti-

tutions, should.they choose to do so. For example, some states allocate

all or.substantial portions of Subpart 4 funds and disadvantaged setaside

to vocational programs in .correctional institutions. Once again, this

practice simplifies accounting, as well as compliance with the excess

cost provisionS.,

3. Limited English Proficiency (LEP). The funds avajlable for

LEP programs represent a relatively small portion of total VEA funds. A.

setaside within a setaside,.it is unusual fer LEP funds to exceed two

percent of total,VEA funds, and in ri'.ost states the LEP share is even

less. Consequently, we did not expect to find any strong relationship

between allocations of federal funds and concentrations of LEP students.,

Regression results confirmed this hypothesis. In no state did we find-a

significant positive relationship.

In five out of seven states, federal. revenues per student were higher

LEAs with above average concentrations of LEP students (Table V-10).

However, i is doubtful that these higher expenditures result from .the
.

LtP setaside. Rather, the high correlation betwien concentrations of

disadvantaged and concentrations of,LEP students probably accounts for

'
the diffee rence.*

.

Statfistically, significant correlations between LAP and percentdi-s-
advantaged were '.43 in California, .18 in Cplorado, .14-in Illinois, .39 inSouth Dakotas, and .09 in,Tens: Correlations"were not statiS*tically

" significant in Kansas and Utai. See Appendix.
4

° 4'

^
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Table V-10

Relationship Between Federal Revenues per Student
And Concentrations of LEP Students

Sebmdary,,1978-79

Largest ity

CALIFORNIA °. 24.96
.

COLORADO 39.84
,,

FLORIDA
,)..,,. W.,

ILLINOIS 21.76

KANSAS' 7.75

NEW YORK WA.,

OKLAHOMA N.A.
,

PENNSYLVANIA N.A.' ,

SOUTH DAKOTA 96.34
.

35.48 14.02

SEXAS 88:32 44.55 .i'57.8
i -

...
.

UTAH 43.64 40.47 ,

.

. 037:51

WASHINGTON I.A. ,St 171 .A. N.A.

(2)

Below Average
Concentration

(3)

Above Average
Concentration

I.,

19.04 - 24.97

25.75 ° 31.27

N.A. . N.A.

. 23.74 26:06,

43.45
. 47.03

°
.:0

N.A. N.A.

(V.A. r N.A. "

. N.A. N.A.

I. 1

1

,

fi?

7

Ratio of
(3) to (2)

1.31

1.21.

V.A.,

1.10

1.08 s

.

. -N.A.,

fl.A.

.40

.93

N.A.'

i'
17,

.

ii
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4. Minorities. Because the percentage of minority students in an

LEA is highly correl ate,d with the -percentage ox disadvantaged students ,

the pi-Cent:age df minority students was -not included as a variable in

the regressions, Moreover, there was no reason to expect a statist-i-

caTry sigfificait result because the legislation does not require
/

argeting, on minority '-udents. Nvrtheless, tt important to ex-
amineV

whether significantly less money is being all Ooatied to LEAs. with

high concentrations of minority students.

Table V-11 compares federal reienues 'perltudent in LEAs with

befow :avero.ge aneabbve average concentrations of minority studenzs .

-

'in ten states, dutside the largest .ci ties , 'revenues per .studert* gre.

. the average "from'. 3 to 138 perceok higher i li LEAs with above average

concentrations, of minorities. Only in Utah do LEAs, with above average

conc-;atiOns Of minorities 'fare poorly, a finding that is sgme,..

softened when Sal t Lake City is _included rithei- than egclud-ed.

Allocations to Postsecondary and Adult Programs r

The 1976 Amendments reserved for, the first time a portion of the

allocations under Subparts and 3 for postse4Condary- and adult :programs.,
.Section' 110(c ),states: .

I

. For each fiscal- year, at least; 15 per centura of-each
State's %all o4fient.' under section 103' s411 be -used* yo ,
pay 50 per centum of the cost of mocational ,Education

_for (1)-persons, who have ,completed or left high -school
and who are enrolled tn. organized; programs of s tudy
for Which credit is glventoward an.associateor otner
degree, but which programs.- are not' designed at taccaz''

4. 178

A

et

' 4. F i
9
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Table V

Relationship Between Federal_
And Concentrations of Minorities

Secondary, 1978-79

(1)
(_21-

-Largest City
Below Average
Concentration,

CAORNIA 24.96 15.'54

COLORADO 39.84 26.64

FLORIDA 1.15 10.69_ -

ILLIN IS 21.76 18.55

KAilSAS '7.75 37.36

NEW YORK ,95.23 78.05

OKLAHOMA 32.50 29.13

1
PENNSYLVANIA 167:23 56.96

SOUTH DAKOTA 96.34 24.03

TEXAS 88.32 40.57

UTAH 43.64 47.57

WASHINGTON M.A. N.A.

4to

4,

'17

Jet

- C31

Above Average Ratio of
Condentration ..(3) to (2)

27.65

30.

16.98

30.75

50.96

99,63'.

37.96

e6.35,

57.30

55.70

27.93

M.A.

1.13

1.03

.1.66

1.36

1.28

1.30 ,

1.17.

2.38 .

.247
'.59

N.A..

J
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lapreate or higher degree programs, and (2) persowis
who have already entered the.lalq9TEgrIet, or are un
employed, or completed or left high school
and who are not described in paragraph (1).
(P.L 94-482, Sec. 110(c)).

Fifteen Rercent is the minimum amount statesare to allocate to post-

se ondary and adult education. States may -- and'many do -- allocate

more, but except for this direction, both the legislation and regul-

ations are silent on what procedures states should employ to divide

funds among secondary,postsecondary, and 'adult programs.

8 Table V -12 displays the propOrtiors ortotal federal outlays

ffr postsecor,day an adult, programs in od sanple of '12 states. A.:er-

aging about 22 percent for the nation as a ,'hole, the
%.

percentage of

postsecondary and adult,expenditures ranged from as little as 12 tbercenz,

- in Pennsylvania to over 50 percent in Colorado. should 'note that

states witn percentages be10w th15 percent minimum are not out of

co tpl iante.r The setaside applies only.i alletations under Subparts 2

andj 8; 'altt.lough states may and many do allocate portions-of. Sub-
,

parts A and 5 tO postsecondary and adult programs.

VA/

for severa,Vstates, the issue of the division of funds bet.',...een'

seconditY,a0,p9stSecondary levels is controversial and politically" ,

4.

Charged. HistOricallY,' in most states the Secondary level has dominated
,

, ,
..i .

. . .

ikeational edUtatiOn and received most of the Prderal VEA funds,1Lbut is,

41

_-_vocationaVeducation'has grown at the ;postsecondary leveJ, especially

'among commaytify colleges, postseconda -y officials have tried to seourea

. .larger sliare of the fedeVal allocation. Postsecondary vocational ed-
,

,

-

xetors claim that program quality'is higher and that They are in a

A

Q
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Table VJ12

Outlays of. Federal VEA Funds for' -

Postsecondary and Adult Programs as a Percentage of Total Outlays'
4

CALIFORNIA

COLORADO

a

FLORIDA

1978-79

27.8%

56.73

17.3

I

kILLINOIS 41.9

KANSAS
1

35.8

..VNEW YORK

c'

17.9

OKLAHOMA .23.4

PENNSYLVANIA. .

SOUTH"DAKOTA 354

TEXAS
s 28.4'

UTAH 25.5

WASHINGTON 32.5

Source: Vocational EdOcation Data System

4

,

181.

n
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-better position to proflde,the more technical training that-today's

./

f.

employers de7and. Thus, the./ can address more effectively than .secon-

dary pro-grams Congress' concern that federal funds suppbrt programs

addressins new aid-emerging manpower needs: 'Secondary educators do not
0

necessarily refute such claim6 but taunter that needs are greater at the

secondary4level !any of their students will not pursue higher education

and therefore every effort must be made to- enhance their employment

prospects before they leave high school. t.'breayer, they argu,. that

,

qua.:ty or vogra.T.Lin vocational hi g'7 schools and are& vocational

sc-ools of:Er or e,-,;eeds tkat of ,,?ostsetarda,y p-ogra7-s..

, secorda-y co,-0 a7s are rc-.!

be 5e': 7.:3" up;:rade T.ss--ffActvc. tq'^gra7s.

There are a number of v'provei'ts's,-ptions atd .urzestecrcla17.s_ir

1/4

There

t'r;e arg.,.7e-ts of both sides, but tr=, de.---.continues in rand,
4 .

the oratlen of ho .to di.vide funds fairlj beteen the, two. levels ref,,a;ns

traJtleso7e. Gernally, states have adopted one of three approac-hes.,.

First, seve'ral states simply limit postqecondary and adult allocations

to the /5 percept seteside. Second, a number of states 'allotatetir

ia?'ger percentage to postsecondary programs, with, the proporton oeter,-- ,

.-.. .
r

mined arbitrarily by politica; agreements between the two levels:

,Finally, a few states base tbe division an_ratios of vocatiOnaleduca;
. ,

tion.enrollment, sometimes weighted to reflect differences in prbgt=-am.
.

costs between the two .ievols. .
.,

A number of difficulties impede'develop.ing,equitable proced..ret for

I
dividing fedkal fupds.betwePn secondary acid post,secondy Oracrar.s.

taC

,
) .

-



,

163

Even if there was agr ment? and in many states there is not;that the

-division should be based cm- each level 's rela ve share of vocational .

education enrollment weighted for difference in costs. and proportions

of target populations, a fair split wOuld not be easy. In
. -

most states, there is no measure of student contact hours at both levels',
, .

that would permit comparing and equating' each lever s vocational

ucatibn enrollment. Even ;when- states caleculate
,

vocational average daily,. -

r
. ,

attendance tVADA.) at bottl, levels, he-procedtires for doin'g soar differ
. . .7.-__., . --, .

'rt ...and not "be e.asi 1-y -r.teonci.1.0, /F.or exa#*1 e, 'i n Ca fi fornia', "one' unit, of
... ,

'-.p15Stse(:_t-ndar::y VADA'is equal to 525 students contact hours. One unit of
,.

-..., :,'- setondary,-VAD,,however,/varies from, about 830 to 1000 student conact-
I'

; 'nours; depending on the length of the school day in the i_EA..° Ft.fitffer: .
--,..,..."..-'-_

s 4 . -, ...' ..,
compounding corparsp-ns'of enrollmeftts ,ire .different proceduresfor ...

. .' 4 4 4 I I° 4 ,
1. a ) ' d. a 4?

4
' defjr1;ng and i.de9ti fying ,hinoticapped and disadvantaged "stuc'ents,.. Id-.,, - -

.entifiji'ng -"economically, disadvantaged" is particularly troublesome for
, . -

po'Sltsetandary:proglIams iii'cioSe Student's are typiGall y, ad'ults no longer
. , ...

their
#

under t6-Care of the parents.. , Consequently, income- based ~measures o?.

measures of students, el igiI1 e for °'frnanci all d include large numbers of

students from rel atiiely, wel 1-off fami l ies. . _

.

r

. .

Even when comparable measures of enrollment are available, Owe is 0

., Qften debate over .what enrollments to consider for dividing funds among
, -- , - ____ , .

secondary, postsecondary and adult programs. Postsecondary represen-

o tatives; generally argue that enrollments in non-occupational consumer

and homemaking 'should not be counted for purposes of di vid'in allocations

A
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under Subparts 2, 3, and 4. Many also argue that enrollments in in-
.

dustr,fal arts-should be ignored;'they point out that although the leg-

.islation permits expenditures for industrial arts under Subpart 2, it

does not require spendinl] for this purpose and no mention of industrial'

arts is flade-under Subparts 3 and 4. As enrollments ifs 'both of these

'programs are predominantly secondary, their exclusion from consideration
.

in enrollment based prOcedures for dividing funds greatly diminishes the

secondary allocations. Consequently, secondary officialt strongly

ey,c....1.1dinc these students, especially tnbse entolledin industrial

ars .or is ,no cthe source of.fur.ds, such as Subpa-t

monies for co,-.1sx7er and hcr-e7aking.:

A few. states recognize differeneesin costs betwen secondary acd

postsecorda.4 prograns in deterrjning theirreapective allocations.

However, 1:ries procedure s difficult for most states to implement: Often

postsecondary systems eMploy accounting systems that'are different from

the secondary syst em's, making conpari'sons of costs-suspect, if not

y
impossible. Where accounting istomparable,. procedures for prorat4ing

.

' such expenditures as counseling, cler'ical salaries, administrative

costs, and building\ maintenance are so ambiguous that each side, remains'.I.
a .

. .

suspicious of the other'..s.figures. This has led .some states .to make

/
cosi adjUstment's based only on th6se txpendiiiires which can be easily

verified and directly attributed to vocatonal'eduoation. For example,

t>

California is considering'basing cost40justments between secondary and

Poltsecontary program only on dIfferences in expenditures for teachers'.

'

splaw4es and' benefits.
1
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Costs per. student are typically higher for postsecondary programs',

and- consequently, incorporating cost adjustmepts-inlrocedures for
t

dividing funds favors the postsecondary level. Secdndary.officials

argue that this is unfair. Although costs may be greater at the post-

secondary level, the postsecondar system also enjoys greater resources ,

to meet costs. Therefore, a more equitable procedure would consider

'differences in relative financial ability between the two systems, as

well as differences in costs. A sound principle, it is nevertheless not-

easily-Wemented, for it depAnds on a comparable measure of relative-
/

financial ability for both systems. The Ymples,t,measurekirprobably

total state and lOcal expenditures per ADA, and in states funding the

6 buTk_qf secondary and postsecendaryexpe"nditures from state sources this,
may be a satisfactory ,approach.. However, where local'property taxes

figure prominently in the resourcesof,orie or both systems, expenditures

'per ADA will. not reflect 'possibly great disparities in relative tax

-effort. If both Systems relyheavily on local property taxes; then a-4

measure of property value per ADA, we'ggted'io r.eflet differences fn

total ADA among LEAs, might provide,an acceptable measure °of relative

financial ability. Finall'A if only one system relies on local property '\'
. 4

. taxes while the other is largely state funded;,a comparable measure is

difficult-M.design.

To summarize, a num'b'er ofist6tes"have made' significant progress
i .

toward-developing systematic procedures for allocating federal VEA funds

4between secondary and p;ostsecondry Oograms. However, there are signif-

--//f
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icant obstacles to achieving a satisfactory arrangement, and many states

have not moved beyond arbitrary allocatiOns or the 15 percent minifrumr

setaside. In this regard, the setaside is not particularly effective.

Not only does it provide no incentive for exploring more rational

procedures but it may also act as an excuse for doing nothing. Thus, in

several states the 15 percent minimum appears to have become the_maximum.a

E: Pos tsecondry Instr?s_tate Allocation-

,All 0 the factor.affeotina the all-ecation of federal VEA funds
% .

.
. -,, .

' at the secondary level 1elative financial ability, concentra:ions

f lOw-incpme faANlies or individuals, etc. are also to be used for
.-

P-diStributino funds at the postsecondary levn., However, applying these

factors at the postsec-ondary level is even more difficult than at,the,

secondary level. Several problems arise. -First, in.many states,,post-.
i

seconliary orooraus.are funded almost enti-rely froy state sources of

revenue; they receive no local funds. Consequently, ,the conventional

measures of relative financial ability, as-sessed Value per capita or

total local tax effort, are not relevant. OVAE has suggested that when

Fitagraqs receive rlo local funding, State_expenditures'per- stude'nt be used*

as the meal e of relative,financial--abilit-Sucli a measure, however, :

1111
9

.

fails to;reco nize thatthere may be legitimate reasons for expenditures
. ._

per student.to differ aMong.postseconda institutions that are fully state
(-

4 .

funded. These differences may reflect dtifferences in costs resulting
.

..

from-differences'Weonomies of scale (e.g., urban .vs. rural): types
,

.

4
of progranofferings, costs of living', administrative overhead, an4 so .

..:. .

-forth.,
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Second, in manystates, the attendance area of a perticul'ar post--

secondary institution hai no geographicibdundaries; rather.the.insti-

. 167

4 ,mot

tutidp is opento anyone residing in the state. In this case, such

measures as local unemployment rate-and concentrations of low-income

families, which have,geographit.liMits, cannot be measured.- Third, in/

some states,ithere are so few postsecondary institutions that making

.fine distinctions based on,relatiye financial ability and other factors

ii not a sensible approach to allocating fuRds, especially when these

factors are no t easily defingd and measured. Fina4lly, as previpusly

noted, even the identification of disadvantaged and handicapped-students

poses special problems for postsecondary programs.

For these reasons, it is very'difficult to analyze .the distribution

of funds to postsecondary programs wigth 'respect to the various factors

that are supposed to determine VEA allocations. We were able to perform

this analysis in only six of`the twelve states in our sample, and given

these problems with theorelevance of certain factors. and the difficulties

of obtaining accurate data for tie at the pOstsecondery level, we ere.

not very canfident of our results: Therefore,'the,reader should regard'

dour findings as tentative at best.,

Consjdering first the relationship between VEA'allocations,and

reldti4e4inancial ability, we attempted to use the measure suggetted by

OVAE; total expenditur4 per Student in each postsecondary eligible Al

recipient. 'For thiSfigure we relied'on information submitted to theI-
'

NatiOnal Center for r
14

ucAional Statistict (NCES) {in the.apnual, Higher.

I

187



0

r

Education General Information Survey. (REGIS). We note that even. if a

state were empIdytng this factor, it would probably be (,sing its own

data and nQt necessarily that supplied to oCES. Thus, our

suffers from whatever'i4acCuracieS exist within the data avatlable from

-
!ICES. rn any event, regresnman'alysis revealed nvq_of the statis-

.

tically significant negative relationships- one would expect to f4nd

this factor'influehced VEA alloCation,S.

.Table` V -13 summarizes the results of analyzing the ratio of'federal

revenues par syuderit in'--LEAs with 'below avelageweilth-to revenues in
,

LEAs with above average wealth. In'all six states. federal VEA revenues
,

per stu'dent.Were higher in the upper half of the distribution with,above
r

average relative financial ability: C.onSequently, there is no evidence-that

re'lativ'e ftanacial ability figures promtnently in the allocation of 'SEA.

funds at the 'postsecondary level:.
-4

, - -

Table V-14 displays he results of egressions analyzing, the relation-
.

ship between VEA'aJlocati@ns.pe'r student and oncentratIbniof low- income

AlthOugh therejare isbratediestances of signtficant positive
.

relationships, two of the six states exhibit no posieive. effects of this

variable: an allocations,.and_a third shows a positi ve effect .only for..

ft 1s allocated under Subpart 4. Dfsplaying theresults for the anal-
.

as
ysis of. this factorbby quartile, Table V-15 shows that in four of tha

five st;ates .(data were not available for Pennsylvania) VEA revenues per

student were, 'on the average, from 15 tt 300' percent highp in LEAs
, ..,

)ith hie"concent'ratiOns of.low-income(families thanin LEAs with low .
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T'able V -13

'Relationship Between 'Federal Revenues,.per Student
and Relative Financial

Postsecondary 1978-79

.4 -

(1) .(2)

Above Average
Largest City ConCentratioil

C*L I FORM A
d4, $28 . 47

COLORADO - 265.18

FLORIDA -' 36.60

_ILLINOIS* 55.74

4

$30.91

103.00

.54 69

KANSAS N. A.

PENNSYLVANIA. 55:68

.

19.21

136.99

Table V-14

4

(3. ) (4)

Below Average `atio of '
-Concentration (3) to (2),

$30.01 .97 .

56.27 .55

34.62 .63

29.3.1 .87

17.42 .91...

77.04 .52'

.

Relationship B9tWeen Allocations of Federa1.4iXds ,

and, Concentrations of Low-Income families
-

In aPostsecondary 1978=79'

9

120 ; 130 = 140 1. 150 Total Federal
.-

.- 1:.',,- -44:°: '
C

-,. .

...ALIFORNIA
. A

0 %.,. *:0.
'COLORADO + (Li-, ..

_'

FLORIDA 0 0

ILOMOIS- 0 6..

. , KANSAS
.

4-** , 0
,

.

PENN,,SYI,VANIA ;out . 0 '0

.._.

,., ".4
.

0- . . 0
,,,, .:.

-,.. -_
"- . -- :,-t... v ,---.-:'-'`:-0. 0- .._ I. .,

,
1

.... rt
4 , r '...- .

7 0 0 ..' 0 -. ...
r .,..y -t,-

-*- .0 ;._* ,. ,

0 0
, 4.***,

.
J, 1

0 ° 0 0

. e
f
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1
Table V-1,5

Relationship Between' Federal Revenues per. Student
and ConCentration' of-Low-Income Families

,Postsecondary 1978-79

, .., . (11,
7

(2).

' Below Average
Largest City Concentration

(3) o' ,. (4)

Average Ratio of
Concentration" (3)-to (2)

S

rCAtIFORNIA

COGLORA00

FLORINI

.ILLINOIS

KANSAS

PENNWLVANIA'

$28.47

265.18 .60.79

36.60 39.24

55.68

$23.43

.4,55%744

ft.A. 7.96)
a

$82.64
I

110.08

52.72

-31,57

32-05"

1.81

1.34

A
.99

' 4.03

N.A,

_

O

*

4

1
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concentrations. Moreover,.if.Chica90 had n.9t4reen excluded from the'

"4

quartiles in Illinois, the °ratio would have been gieater than-1.0.

Thus, ,while the -regression-s--de-te-c-teOld_systematic. relationstip_between

VEA,allocations-and poverty at,pie postecondary level, the quartile. -1

'analYsis'indtcated that there was some greater concentration of VEA

funds in lower income LEAs.

,

RegreSsions analyzing the r:elationship between VEA allocations and

Concentrations of disadvantaged students (Table V-16) found consistently.

positive results in Caltfornia but none in the other four state data

.
.

.

were not available for Florida). Quartile analysiS on the same factor-

(Table -17) ,revealed that in three of the four states revenues per

student were from 7 to 89 percent ,gr'eater in LEAs with h4gh concentrations ,

of disadvantaged students:
. .

With respect to concentrations of handicapped students, regressiori
.

analysiS'found no,statistitally signifidant positive relationships.
.

Howevem. when LEAs were ranked.and divided into quartiles, revenues per

student were from 43 to 128 percent greater: on theaverage in the-top
.

c .

-half of the distribution. With higher concentrations of handicapped'

Student (Table V-18).

4

With respect to local unemployment rates, regressions found no sig-

nificant relationships. Quartile analysis (table-V-f9) found mixed results.
,

0' AI
In'three of the six, states, VEA.'revenues per student were from 19 to 115

'.'peroent 'greater in LEAs with above average udemployMent rates>

'tree others VEA revenues per student in the LEAs with above average

uneffiployment were from 481 ,to 91 ercent Of average revenues per student

I

I
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Table V-16
. .

,

Relatilonship Between Allooations Of Federal 'Funds

and Concentrations of'DisadvantAged Students

' Postsecondary 1978 =79,
4111

120 130

'CALIFORNIA -
4.***

°. '

COLORADO, 0 0

'FI_CMIDA N.A. N.A.

ILLINOIS 0 0

KANSAS ' 0 . 0

PE:NNSYLVANIA. .° 0

'Table V-17,

0

140 150 Total Fe rtgl
.

:

.** U.A. .**

.

H r
11 . A . N.A.

o

0

.Relationship Betven Federal Revenues per Student ,
'and Concentrations of Disadvantaged Students

Posts'econdary'1978-79

. ....

a e ' - , 4 .._r

.

172

.
(3) f 4 )0 ) ( 2 )C.. _

' Below AVerage .Akve Aver:age Ratio of
Largest City .Concentration* ,'Concentration .(3) to 12)

. .

CALIFORNIA

COLORADO

''.FLORIDA

ILLINOIS,

Y.ANSA I

"PErINSYLVAIIIA.

0,..

,. . .... .i
*I\ '. ,

$28.47 S: . It A. N.A. ,,.11,.A. .-

. :265118' . $01 . 45 I, $86-:96 ' 1..0

36..\60, N.A",

..

N.A.... 11.;A.

'.. .

55.74 .

.

ti . A .

55:6.8

32 54
.

30. 73 c` .94
. oS P

3.65 25.75 4 1.'39.

77.40 106..07. ,-1.37.-
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,

Relationship Between 'Federal Revenues per Student
and Concentrationsof. Haqdicapped Student&

Pbstsecondary 1978-79

...

1T) (2)
.

,- Below Average
Largest City" Concentration

(3)
c

, Above Average
Concentratiop'

(4) _

Ratio&
(3) to (2)

,.

- CALIFORNIA f $28.47' $22.08 ,S38.87"- 1,76-
1

COLORADO. 265.18 4 92..31 41.09 .45

.FLORIDA 36.60. N.A. .

ILLINOIS 55.74' , 29.'44 42.03 1.43
1

, KANSAS' N.A. 13.33 25.93

PENNSYLVANIA 55.68 731:78 168.33 2:28

_Table V-19

'""

Relat.i.onshi Betwe ri Federal Reveriues per Student

and:Local Rates of Unemployment
Post econdary.1978-79 )

--\ ,
4, ( r (2) (a) ,'

%;, 'BelowAverage Above Average
Largest City eonceriIration Concentration

(4)

Ratio of..`
(3) to (2)

. .

CALIFORNIA $28.47 . $27.65. $32,90 1.19

COLORADO 265.13 50.59 108..54 2.15
4

FLOIKDA 50.92' 41.51 182

'ILLINOIS 55.74 25.27 52.97

KANSAS 19.39 15.66' .91 ,

.-
.PENNSYLVANI 55.68 82.42
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in the LEAs with below average unemplOment.
s_

Regressions analyzing the relationship between VEA.allocations and

concentrations of student ivitli 1 imied English pr'Oficiency found no
00.

consistently positive results. In the quartile analysis,sresults.were

s \
mixed, with two of foUr states displayivg Higher eevenues per sIudeiit in

LEAsmith above average concentrations of students 'with 1.kilited English

-proficiency (Table' V -20).

Finaliy, Table V-21 summarizes the results of ranking LEAs by

ftc

. .

percent minority and dividing,tem into enrollment -; dightea quartiies.

'`In five of the six states, revenues per.stu(tdrt were from 26 to 202
ti

, per'tent greater in LEAs with-above.aberage tondentrations of minoriti"es.
w I .

T.,n the sixt'R, 11inois, the results are 'sote';dhat understated by the'exc

.c l usi,on of Ch. icag o itr or0 the
.

quart ile. ,dalcu lationse
,

i
.

To summarize; for'allotations VEA funds to postsecondary LE.4s, - . ' \
\ .

there is no evidence thaf relative financial ability has beery ignif-,
.

, _ 4:
.

i

- ..

icant ,factor n dete'rmining.allocations, . qowefer; tlaere is wW:but '...'

I
. 4

pcstive evidence of'a relationship between revenue s per student and

concentrations Of low-income families, di'sadvanta'ged students, and i-rand-

,,.

icapped s'tudents. The relationship With local unemployMent rates was
I ,

positive in.some-statet but negatiyein others.,WC stress that

:thise findings shobld be conside'red cautiously. They are, basOd on a

relativeiy.-Smail number of 'states. More importantly, whether' accura.be
.

or not, thek-findiags'unarscom the need for CongT-essstto consider more ,

°'

.

Care.fully,;he, kinds offactors that would be
/
il6re appropriate for deter-

.

, . .

.
. , . ,

. .
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Tabl'e V-20

Relationship Betweeri'Pede al"Revenues per Student
and Concentrations of Students ith.Limited English Prof-iciency

Postsecond Ty 1978 .,-79

CALIFORNIA

COLORADO

FLORIDA

ILLINOIS

'..;KANSAS

OOMSYLVANIA
,

p

i

.<

(1) (2)
(-3) (4)

_ .

Below Average. Ab ve Average Ratio of ',,

1Larges,t City Concentration . Concentratioq (3)to (2)
4

. .

$28.47

'265.18

36.60,

55.74'

..:. N.A.

55.68

,
.

,

$25.81 $.36.20\ 1.40

4
81,94. 85.98 1.05

N.A. *4 N,A. N.A.

32.64 25.31 .78

24.21 '12.57 .52

M.A. M.A.

Table,V.:21

'I

Relationship Between Federal Rdvenues per Student
and Concentration of Hinority Students

175

s

Postsecondary 1.978 -79

(1) , (2)

Below Average
Largeit City Concentration. ,.

(3)

.ACoVe Average
Coneentration

(4) i

RatioO
(3) to .(2)

,;

.

CALIF IINJA

COLORAD

FLORIDA

ILLINOIS,

1:ANSAS

PENNSYLVANIA.
. A

$28.47

265.18

'36.60

5.74 #.

.58

$25.0

42:19

40.50

87.55

11.91

69.40

t

1

...

$34.29

127.37
.

51.07.

I .27.55

107'.35

,i.

1.31

3.02 ,

1.26

.73

.
2.27

1.54-,

4
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mining po5tsecondary allocations, especially in those states where
-

p6Stsecondary4LEAs receive no local dollars-and where LEA boundaries

are not geographically defined. In these,instanCes, the m'st simple
- .

and sensibl, sapproaChmobIld be'to alloCate funds'.for special needs
,

,,. populations on the basis of relative concentration df these students

within eligible recipients and to diitribute the remainder on.the basiso-
of equal amounts. per unit of vocational AM..'

.4;

F. Allocation By Stratum

Although P.L. 94-482 makes'nd.speci0 provision°provisions for LEAs loctled in

urban or rural areas; it is interesting tooexamine the percentages of

federal funds allocated to urban and rural recipients. Cots are gen-

,

erallAy higher in large Ci,lies-and in small rural LEAs. In the cities,

'
high labor costs, greater numbers of disadvantaged students, s..ivere,

,

problems-of/theft and vandalism, and a preponderence of antiquated

facilities and equipment tombine to drive up costs of delivering high

,quality vocational education. In rural areass,,, on the othertand, sparse

settlements, a dearthOf qualifiedeaChers., And high transpo rtation

.c sts impede offering a wide variety of vocational programs. Conse7

uently, given Congress' aim to concentrate federal spending on aiding

target'populations and imprOvingprograms,'one would expect states to

allocate di.sproportignately largdr shares of.VEA monies to rural areas

-,and the larger urban. LEAs.

Table r22 and V -.23 displays the relative allocti-on of VEA funds..

-
S
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Table V-22
.

5,

.rndex of Proportional Distributiim of
%EA Funds by Location of LEA

Secondary, 1978-79 .

1

, .

.44

, 4 .

Am,

C4IFORNIA. 1.17 1.18 c 1.11
. .86 .84 1,0p

COLORADO' '1,18 : 84 -4' . 90 a: 1.17 .99 1.00
.

4.-,.......

FLORIDA , . 95- .

_ 485 1.11 1.46. 1.00

IILLNOI15 ' -.91 -1.0i .79- 1.19 > .81 1.00:4
.

°KANSAS .24 .38 .17 3.61 . 1.32 ,. 1/.00.
(--

NEW YORK , 1.01 .82 1..42: , .87 .82 ' -1.00
..

.

OKLAHOMA* .00
. ,

1.32 14'03 . .94 1.00
.-

1PENNSYLVANIA* 2.06 -- 1:28 .72 .75- 1.0G

SOUTH DAKOTA 2.50 -.14 .90 .82 1,00
.

, - .

-, TEXAS 1.75 . 91 1.18,
.91 .77 1,00

comparable to the other states.

. -Largest -Largest Sinai 1* StateCity City Cities Cities Rural Average"'

UTAH* .91 -7 1.36* .93* 1.12 1.00

WASHINGTON* .60 1.32 1.09 .82,- 31;.0.0

...

. Suburban
'Ring of

.

* For:these fourStates, only four grata couldbe constructed -- largest
City, urban, suburban, and rural, 'conyseqUently, figures reported under,
large cities and small cistiesare Oban and suburban, .respectively,
and are not

A t

0- ft

4

s
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Table V-23

index of Propor!ttonal Di sari bul:ipn of
Funds bJ Location s'Yf LEA

'I 'Postse.condary.i 1973-79

Lamest .

.
,

.
-A . . City, \ ...

'CACI OF),N IA 9i
.,

COLORADO 1 . 97 .

FLORIDA .81

r ILL I XIS 1. 59 .

. .
.

KANSASSAS : 'N.A.

PENNS.YLVANIti .-: 53 c,,

c

I

J.

1.78

Subut4ban'

Ring of
Largest

City,

.

Large *'

-Cities.

,

Szel 1*

Cities

i

. -

Rural

.
.

State .

Average'

..

. 98k 1.04 .93
...

,,.. 1..55 1. O

.
.:44 i. 85 t . 72 I ..0

. ,---- . .
,N.A. .73 i .30 . ' 2.13. . 1 ..0

.62 .46 .. 1 . 21!? - 1.5'3- 1.. 0 qp.

. .

. 38 . 3 ..75 .83 .64 ': 1.0

N.A. . ILA. _, N.A. N.A. 1.0

t. .

c
4t

I

rl

Oh

jl

t'
F.
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to secondary and postsecondary'LEAs of different sizes.. They.reportan
_ .

'index of proportiorial dittribufion," which is simply the LEA's'per-
... ., ft

.

Centage'of total statewide federal funds divided by its percentage of
.

. .

.

.
. .. .1,

the state's population. For example, an'LEA with 10 percent of the
. ..., *0 I.i mona. . . .

.!t . federal money and only eight percent of the state's population would
..c

`icore 1125 on. this index -(,10: 8.= .25). SGilarly; an LEA wjth.three
.

. . ,.
,

OP

I '

percent of the VEA funds anefour percent .of theestetdos population

wouldscoq_.75 (3: 4 =.7). TheTfore, LEAs with scores less than 1.0
4

. are receiving disproportionately smaller shares than they wo d receive .

tunds were allpcdted strictly on a'per capita basis. LEA

scores greater than 1.0 are receiving disproportionately greater shares.

No clearly consistent pattern for secortiary LEAs emerges from Table
,

V-23. ,Los. Angeles, Denver, Rapid City, and Salt Lake City all fare
4

better than the average .LEA, while Chicago and Wichita do,pot do as ,-

well. Adral LEAs receive disprOpoftionateTy large sharesin.)Kansas and
, 1

. Utah, a Proportionate share in California, and below average shares in -

and Soirth Dakota. 'In short, although the results.

are mixed; the chdbe that P.L. 94-482 favors large urban ,LEAs is 'not'

suppor'ted by the claire'. Similarly, results for postsecondary LEAs
r

(Table3-23)ekhibit no clearly consistent palterns.
4
I lk

!'

Y '
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.

G.' Relating Distributional Gotcomes eo Allbcatiog Procedures

In an earlier reportto NI,E., the Project on National VocatiOnal
,

. .

EdUcation Resources exaTin.4d the,typessof allocation formulas and other

pnocedurevstates employed to distribUte Tunds toLE,As.* That.repdrt..

distinguished among three general types of alloca tibn formulas that
3

9..
states were using =in 1978-79: 1.).a tabular me thod,'')-a.reimbursement

rate equation, and 3) a:weighted points method. The fir'st, the tabular

method, consisted 'simply of a table of,point scores that lasted amounts

.
. . .

of VEA,funds an LEA would re&eive for a prticalarscor. The deri-

vation of the table was not explained, and'no clear rationale existe d

.

for the system. The second, the reimb ursmen't rate equation, determined
. . ,

the percentage.4of,an LEA's expenditures that the state would rejmburse
. .

depending on total points scored 'on such \arious.facl-ors as relative
..

,

financial atil;ity, concentrations of low-income 'families, etc. 41though ,

. --,7 t

this method rembuws a higher "percentage of a needier 'LEA's expen-.
. .

ditures than,a \,ess needy LEA, .it does not necessarily allocate a

.,,

. ...

greater amount of fun.dA, because the needier
,

LEA's'expendTtures may be
,

. , . .

significantly less than less*.needy LEAs. The third, the kighted,points

meth, alloiates runs orceach.recipient's tot(' veighted pbint score
..

....-- .

.,

as a proportion of total points earned by all recipients inthe statt.
. . t

Although superior.to the ther two,, it suffers from several shortcomings,

* Charles S..BensonoE. Gareth Noaehlander, and Robert Polstdr; Analysis
of Distribution Procedures Osed'by States to Distribute Federal Funds for
Vocational Educetion, Berkeley: Uniiersity of California, Project on
National Vocatiobal Education Resources, School of EducaiWon, 1980.

1'

200 I
. A

,



S.

4

.
most importantly the diffiCultyof prOperlyincorporating relative

. .

financial' ability directly in the weighting procedure..

Our analysis of the actual distribution of federal funds to LEAs

/

iry. .
, 4s

.
.

the states examined to date confirms earlier-CoAclusions about the -. ,
1 .

-,
,

'defects in the various allocation.procedures usgd'by the,statts.. Table
.,

-.
4 .

.
d :-1.

'.'V-24 summarizes the.results of the regression analysis and the ratios
,,

. ,
. ...

. , ,.

cif expenflitures, per student. in.LEAs above and below the statewide :aver-:
, 4

age value foredh factor that is supposed to influence the distribution.

of funds..SeVen states, California, Florida, Illinois, Kansas, Okipoma,

Sou Dakota, and Texas satisfied all factors on .at least one measure.oef

each factor although even in most of these states regression analysis

e produced no statistically significant results. All of these states emplu,-.

. weighted Student methods, r

)
In 197e79 Ptah used a very limited version of tlieWeighted points

k'
method,_ excluding any_meaSures of handicapped;'disadvantaged, or LEP

!
, .

tudents. -Not surprisingly, therefore,. actual distributions show no

relationship to these measures. The formula used as a proxy for conr.

centratipns of loW-income familiesthe numlie of K:12chiOren,qualifying

for free or reduced lunches. Apparently this.Measure bears no 'rela-

tionshlp to "the Orshansky measurd'eMployed in-our analysiforl there 'is, ,

6 4 .
no i'ndicatio'n that allocations are greater in LEAs with high cOncen-

.

9

trations Of poverty.

,--
.-

/
Results for Colorado confirm the major defect of percentage rate

..- ,

....E-=,%..
.

reimburseMent methods that can-a*Illt in higher amounts of furids per,.
. .

-

14,
. . 2.0

,

,
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Table V-24

Summary df the Relationship Between
FederalfAllocations and Various Criteria

For Determining Distributions
, Secondary, 1973-79

.

-*

.

,, Unem- N

pl oyment

Rate .

. .

Relative
Financial.

Ability

Low-
Income

Familie .:

\

Nandi-
capped

, 2

, - Di s ad-

vantaged LEP

Regr./ Ratio 1,egr. Ratio

..

1 .

-ften.1Ratio

I

Ser.
1

RatiolRegr. Ratio Ratio '

Only

CALWRNIA
.

COLORADO

.F1..ORIDA

ILLINO.IS
1

KANSAS

NEW YORK

OKLAHOMA

PENN SYlVANIA

SOVTH DAKOTA

TEXAS

UTAH

WASHINGTON

I

,..'

1

'

4

0

. 0

0

+ /
,

0

i

0

0

0

'0

0

0

' f
0

'

+

+

+

+
.

+.
.

+.

-

+

. o
,.

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

.0

0*

'N ÷ 9

;

- .

+

+
-
,--ii

.- .

+

-

+

+

+*

+

0
.

0

0

0
.

0

.+

0
o

0

0

t

0

Ov

4..

.

+

+

+

+

+- ,

-- +

.

.+

+

+

'-

.0

4.

0

Cr

+

0

i

0

. +

-

+

-

4.'

+

-L

+ .

+
-.

-

_ +

1ti.A, ..N:A.'

0

0

+

+

0

+

+

0

0
.

.NA. I

N.A.

4-

+

_

,+

+
, ,

+
.

:

N.A..

'
'N:A.

.

+ '.

N.AI

4-

N.A.

N.A.

---:.

'N.A.

s
-

+

_

,

N.A.

0'

O.

0

0

N.A.

t ...

..
.

/.
. Are

..
* . .

.

Because Utah ,eqUalizeS the influence of differences in assessed .

value, per: student in the distribution of general state aid for
edutaten; this 'rneaure is_dnot relevant.

I,
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.

higher''fn LEAs with above average-weal-0i.
.

- , 1 .,
. \ . '.''

H. Conclusions .

-

S.

,student being allocated to LEAs with greater.relatiye financial ability.
'

Mote that on the average in Colorado, fedei-21 VEA funds per 'student. are
.

183

1

:This.analysis ofintrastate distributions of.VEA funds leads to a

k
number of conclusions.

4 , ... 0

1. As of 1978-79, for both secondary and ,postsecondary allocations,.
- ,

..4

most stateS-had not adopted mathemattcally sound disti-ibttion=formulas.
A.\ ,.

that-speciSied-systematic linear relationships between VEA alloc44.16nS .,. ,, ,r 4

and the various factors that' Congress ;ad identified,for determining

.

allocations.
.

4

. i

) 2. At the, secondary level. 7'of the1.2'state studied did, on-the .

) ,

- .

average, direct more VEA revenues per student to LEAs with below ai/erage .
..

t.

relative financial ability, above average unemproyMent rates,, and above ,

.

..

average concentrations of low- ircdme familjes NoWever, In these'states
. ,

-the pattern ,was not consistent across all LEAs,

3. `At thd postsecondary level, none of'the six states studied
. INA .

- showed the expected results,on'allthree'factors when less .rigorous
. .

...:-.---; i,,

. ., methods of analysis, by enrollment weighted quartiles Were.employed.
.

Results-were W ed4when factors ere examined ifdividually,7

- -4. For bot-hOevels, and especially' for postsecondary, ,there are
-- . , .-

. . , I. , . --
, ,seribus difficulties in obtaining data-for LEAs on the factors spectfled#

, . , (

4
.

. ..
,

.

in law and regulation. In'soMe bases:, a particuler factor is Rot.e i

., .

1
\

.

. ii

e°. -

.

9
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1.$4

-specially appropriate (e.g., relative financial ability at the post-

secondary level) and in others, data simply were'not'avajlable for LEAs
a

Whose boundaries are not coterminous with municipal, or county borders*

5. Even when states technically satisfieethe instructions to

4
.concentrate resources-ill LEAs with particular characteristics, the

degree to ich-they net the requirements varied' greatly. For example,.
L.

on the average, IllinoisOcated 24 percent more per student to LEAs

with below average re14tive 'financial ability, while South Dakota al-

located 235 percent more.

-Where some federal funds were allocated in e.c\cordance with.

intentions, the effects of these allocations were often offset

V the distribution O'state and local funds.-
,

.

Sy

0

e

or-
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CHAPTER VI.

"'

1

1U.A

. .'
..t.

Fundsiistribution.-F"urther Considered:. ,
. .

o 'Services-by

,
unction end by Client Pogultion Served , .....

. ..
liks we indicated.in ,Chapter I.,.fiederal 'appropriations for vocational ; .-,.

. 1,.:

,,,,
..,.

education are. paYled for, designated purposes. Seetion,120 motley _is' far
. , , .. .

- appOrt.oT instructional ,programs of variotiS'.kinds and for meeting part
P ,

.
, . . . . r

of the cos'tsof y;a'riOus ''sAporting services. -Sec:tion 130 money is fort.

.. " . ;3

the purposes of .research, exemplary and innovativeprogram
ii

s, cirrictilp
, 4 -,'

e ---..

0deVelopment, guidance and counsel -IN, pre-serviE.e an4 in-serii---r--aiIing,
.

,

and grants to overcome sex bia4. Section 140 money is liged- sor: spgcial
, , .

, "If ' ,

.4-
'f

°progl ans . for ior the disadvantaged, and Section 150 money i's"desiva-ed for '
programs- -431; consumer and homemaking education. ,

.
. . , . .,,d . . .

In :addltion*, P.L. 94,-487 ,requires that ,rortions of fedetalit' allot-
... , - -

. . . , 4.

ments among the states shall be devoted to national pript-kity programs.
....

%

Thus, 10. percent .of federal grants are to b'e ised tog pay fdr.t.he excess

0 , costs of voca'ti'onal education for h'andicapOd persons,;20 percent for
Y ,

excess costs of disadvantaged Persons (p:cept that a portion of the

.disdvantiged setaside is' reter\./e.d ;For 'pelisons of limited Englis\
.110

speaking abil4ty, as determined by theastate's. ratio of t5 -24 year old
, :

students i,jal the LEP categorY to total 15-24 year old population), and 15

, .

,percent for° postsecondary ediidt..,tioq.

kn the fizs.t.' ;haplf. of!thig- Chapter, using data from a sample of
,

15 states, we consider Junds distribution (feder.a1;;State,. and local)

-by 'section heA .rig (120, l'30,140, 150) and legiatiqe sub-purpose
.

1.5

4 4.
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within the section120 and`130 categories. .For *se 15 states'we also . .. ,
describe funds distributfonby legislative setaside, i:e.; proportive

of funds :demoted to disadvantaged, handicapped, limited English proficiency

. _and 'postsecondary students.

Iii the second half .of this chapter; using data.from a survey of LEA's

and OER' s 'in10 states., we 'deal with certain' similar '6- related topics:

4

.

- . -
%. , 4.

uses.of funds'to plantain, extend,, or. improve vocational program's; )ex-,
: ' ...-

penditur'es -On target populations (agaio); efforts' to :overcome sex ster-

eotyping in training; coordination.of VA and Comprehensive Employment
..

, ,
. ..an Traihipg Act (CETA). programs; 'Ali use- of VEAfiinds to purchase

training,services frtim private contractors.

r. Funds Distributionby Appropniations Catepries and Legislative, Setaside

O

In this part of our report weuse data from the following 15 state

.sample; Alabama, California, Colorado, Florida, Illinois, Minnesota, New

Hampshire, New York, Oklahoma, Pennsylvania, South Carolina, South Dakota,
. ,

Tex Utah, and WashinOon.. It is instructive to see hew well our 15
q 0 .

4 ,/sample states appear to be,representative of national data. Table VI-1

compsares Mean Values or the .15 state sample withtmean values of all, the

states for a- numbgr of finportantvarfables.. Since five -of the sample

States were 'pueposiyely chosen to be the five largest in terms. of Vo-

*cational' enrollment,-(California, Florida , Il nois , New Ybrk, arid Texas)

it not sleprising. that the average of...federal vocationa4 ,allocationS,

as well as the average of vocational enrollment', i's -larger in the sample 1-

, 4 '
.than in the 'national- universe. Federal vocational allocation per capita

. 2.0 _

do.
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A

1-ble VI -1 t
.

1

.... ,

,COMPARISON OFMEAN VALUES OF THE SAMPLE 15) STATE$

4 , OF 4HE.I.J.s,, ry 79. ,- .' '-

.

Average of .4e e Gf
4, 45 States All States

1. Fedral VocatiOnal.E6caton: .. .

. _

AllOcation FY 79 . $18,445,600' $11,520,000
2. Federal Vocational Education _

/. Allocation per Capita- $2.90 .$2.87

3: Federal Vocational Education .

a * llocation pet... Student $52:14 $57.67
, Esti,iated.Federal Vocational

Educ tion Allocation per
.Aandicapped Student- '$313

5: EstiMated Federal Vocational-Educa\tion

Allocation per
DisadVantaged.Student $231.-

6.

_

Enrol ment in Vocational . n

tP1. Educa .ion -
.

461,750"-,
7: Percentage of Enr011ed Who

Are Fla, dicapoed . 1.87'.;

a
,8., Percen age, of Enrolled Who

Are Dis'Avantaged . %7.07 :":

9. Ratio of Federal Vocational ,- ,

, - Education 'AllioCations to 4.,

Fedettalappehditures I.10
10. Raticr1911,State 'and Local

Government Vocational Education-

. Expenditures to Federal , .

Vocational Education Expenditures'. 11:27.
71. Personal Income per Capita 7,552
12: Tax Capacity - : 97.6

. . 95.813. Tax Effort
1

$351

,,

$193.

261,147

2.08J;

8.2

1.06,

8.74
: 7,608

99.3 -

95.8
4. gnemploydient Rates .6.9% 6.66:;

se... in Poverty
,

.
14..lt ' (14126 .

15. Percentage of Children 5-17

.:. ,

4`,

4
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,

of the sample is approximatelp_sly& to national: average, but federal,

vocational dollars Per stUdent-are 9-percent lower in the sample, fndicaling
.

.'probably that the sample states haVea somewhat greater than average

propensity to enroll students in vocational classes. At, first glance,

one might draw, the same conclusion about disadvantaged students, but-
,

:.then we -see that the percentage of pOsons enrolled who are disadvan-

taged is smaller in the 'Sample states: °-Since the Federal setasides are
4

minimums, not maximums, presumably. the sample states had a slightly 'less.

than average, inclination to spend federal vocational funds on the dis--

advantaged. Likewise, there isapparently a slight-disinclination to
..-

identify.stupents as handicapped or,:onCe identified,.tp enroll them in

vocational programs,'and so Federal dollars per'handicappg studentare

20 percent Moller in the sample than ig the nation as a whole. On the

, .

other-band; the ratio of state and local expe,nditures. to federal vo-
1

cationallexpenditureiois 29"percent higher in theasamOle states than the.

a

national average. This presumably reflects higher costs (mainly teachers'

salaries) in the five core states and the apparent greater prbpensity'df °

the -sample states.to enroll students in vocational education, noted
1

.ey

aboVe thoUgh not, it would seem,a greater prOPensity to enroll the

diiidvantaged and handicapped. ,

As fer,,,certain other'magnItudes, there is no discrepancy as between

t s Mple and the vation. These include .the ratio of federal all o-

cations to federal expenditures, personal income per capita,, tax.dapa-
.

..
.

,

city, ta, effort; Unemployment rates, and percentage of children in ..

prirver.ti. Given'the agreements so fou(nd.between A sample and the
.

.

;
. '

4

t .

I

4



-:,

nati , and given' the fa.t that cost discrepancies', where they exist,,
,

,t.-

are in an order of ma.hitOde no greater than:10 percent, we conclude,
.

.
, .

that the sample states,-takea as a whole, are basically representatiye ! .

. ,
\

.

r .

of the national data. . A

A. Funds Distribution by Legislative (VEA) Sub-Purptse

'Del 968 Amendments:to the Vocational Educat'ion Act' of 1963 re-

quired the states to spend, various portions of their Federal grants on

work=study programs, cooperative Programs, construction, guidance and

.9 counseling, etc. The T976 Amendments loosend the strings on the require-
.

ments to nuke pa'rticular kinds of programmatic expenditures, but it

1)

allywed states tR use Federl fUnds for the following purposes under

Section 120 gl'ants: vocational education programs per se, work-study,.cooperative programs, energy education,,construction, grants to promote
sex:equity, student stipends,placement services, industrial' arts,

. .

supp2rt services for women, day care, services:for displaced homemakers;

instruction under contract, and state and local administration. aec-
,

tion 130 money can be used by the states for research, exemplary and

innovative rograms, curricuiUm develOpment, guidance and counseling,

pre - service andin-service training, grants to overcome sex blos, and

4 admfnistration of the above. actXvties.

Table V1-2 indicates,Aftat'Ifie only substantial uses of Section 120.
ta.1*

,

`r Federal money are 'operation of vocational programs and'stateadmirli-
,

stration. The-portion OE federal money used for stte admystration

9

t
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t
!,

varied amongst the states pfour sample from 27 percent in New Hampshire

to six perCent in California, a large range,

Sopth Dakota spent three peNcent of its Federal 120 mpney on sex.

equity research. Illinois, spent five percent on-Work study, while Texat

each spent foul' percent on that activity. New Hampshire; allocated nine

percent to cooperative programs, Colorado spent 5 percent and Alabama,
.

and Washington directed fourpercent. Allbama 'allocated six percent .

to construction. South Dakota put'll percent on local* administrative

At

and Washington spent five on test purposes.. Otherwise, none of the 15

. . .

states of,the sample devoted more than three percent of sits Federal 120
il

.

,

lit
grants to, any of them13 permissive uses, of Section 120 money, outside of

program operatiOn arid adMinistration..

Table VI-3 shows the allocation of state/local vocational education
. -Nia. , .

funds by legislative subpurpose. ,UnderNthe.Section 120 category, most

of the state money was used for program operation,and local admini-.
.

stration. Expenditurds for state administration from state funds Were

relatively minor.

Oklalibma spent four percent of state/local money f8r,Cooperative
. , L

programs. AlabaMa Sperit eight percent fOr thiS-purpose, asdidFlorida.

South-Dakota. devoted nine percent to that activity: Three states, Flor
. - , ,

. ,.

ida, Pennsy)Vania,, and South C4rOlina, used more than three percent of
t , . ,, 4 1 , -

their state/local funds for construction, while two -- FloriIla and New
V..- '

.,
,

,,-

HampsttireAr-put More than three percent Of their'state/locil outlays

..., *
into indu'strial arts.

:
,10*

1.
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.e

. The pattern of use of,Section le0:funds,,with regard to Federal.

money and state/local money as well, is not uniforM iNiong the states of

our sample and is therefore_hard to summarize. (Tables VI-5 to VII?).

Theffollpwing things, however; cin,be said: 1) in all stated of 613T,

:salnple, guidance Snd Counseliq consumes a significant portion of Fed-
*

eral,money; 2) in almost all states of the sample, teacherstraining'

represents an imporitnt use of Federal money (Alabama and Newlltrk,being

exceptions); 3) in almost all states of the sample, the research

dinating units receive substantial amounts of Federal money (New Rampshire

and Pennsylvania being exceptions); 4) onlyin South Dakota is 'iny

notabje amount of Federal money rover 10 percent) .used for exemplary

--programs; 5) only in New York, Oklahoma, and Texas is any substantial

. hPlount of Federal money il%Lfor curriculum development; and 6) only in

New York is any substantial amount of 'Federal money used'for grants to

overcome sex bias.

The reader may recall our observations in Chapter I to the-Otint the

that VEA legislation and regulations are self-contradictory, ambiguous,

4

and open to easy,manipulation by state and localgovernments. The resdlts

,,presented he about the uses of Federal funds and the degree to which

state and local dollars-are used to reinforce Federal objectives,.appear

. to put evidence behind our reservations about the effectiVeness of Federal
,

-cdntrals over the uses-Of;,money. It:would, seem, indeedthat the 1976.

VEA legislation is itself a variant of.the block grant that-is so Popular

in the current administration's approach to social policy.

p-
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Table V14

Distributibn of Federal VIA
. 120 Funas Oy Legisial.)ve Subpurpose

1- In Percentages.

a

,

. ,

Al. ,
,

CA CO

..
.

FL, IL MN NH NY OK

.

PA SC 'SD X. UT WA U.S.

Sex fpuliylersainel

Displaced h omenlakty

State Administration
.

Vac Ed Programs

Work Study
.

Cooperative

/ v
Energy

Constructiot

Stipends .l
Placement SerVices

Industrial Arts , '1

' . S
1

f

Suppt Sery for Women '

#
Day"Tare Services

Residential Schoots '

Contractual Instruction

Local Admtpigratinn

1 .

.04

.03

12.27.

76:40

.

.20

3.82'

ii 0.00

4 t.22

0.00

0.00

.31

0.00

0.00

0.00

, 0.00

.91

.12

'.66

.5.78

87.70

.6i

.40

0.00

0.00

0.00V.

.03

1.95

', 24.

'.05

0,00

0,00

.2.56

.95

- .81

'18.72

67,28

1.37.

5,09

2.26

2.41

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00
ir

.0.00

0.00

1.11..

.

, .32 .41 .64

.13

9,48

89.75

0.00

0.00

0.00'

O. 00

. O. 00

0,00

, 0.00

0.00'

0400

0:00

0.00

0:00

,a.46

,

.90

,27.40

58.97

'.02

9.45

0.6

0.00

O. 00

0:00

.in

.0,00:

0,00

0,00

0.00

0.00

.20

1.37.,

7.00

06:12 ''

1.47

-1.16

.14

.90

'O. 00

1.04

ii.:dti"

:' 0.00

.o.00

0.do
4

0.00

, koci

'.911

;CO

13. 67

,

79:95

.21

2,91'

0.0p

.46.-

0,00

0.00

-0.00

0.00

o.00-

d.00

0.00

) :67

.16

.46

.13.23°

78.97

bi.41

2.40

o.ob

3,37

0,00

0.00

0.00'

0.00

o.00

0.00

0.00,

'0.04!

.69:,'

....

.40,!

-r
441

86.04

:36'

'2.66

:05.

,

.0.00

0.00'

0.00

0.
-
00

.

0.00%

.17

.o.oq

0,04

1.4

3.14

.39

7.30

74,94

.59
,

2.61 -

-0:00

0.00

Q.00
v

0.00

. 0.00

0.00

0.00

: 0.00
.1.

0.00

11.24'
. ..;

.31

- .30

7.35

85:79

4.26

0.00

0.00 ,/^0.00

MO

0.00

0:00

0.00

.23
.

.26

0.00
(

0.00

1,50

2.35

.15

6,96

90c 55

0.00

.0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00~

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

, 0.00

0.00

0.70

.1.96

10.94

72.89

1.38

4:36

6.00

1.73

n. a.

0100

0:00

102

.42

n.a.

.0e

0.00

4.60

.67

; .45 -

8.46

80.79

1.36

2.154.
.

. .09

.3.02

.15
s

.16

334

.14
.

.06

,22.
.

.05

1.51

,.

.0i

18.09

74.94

2.63
<

2.57

.0.00

0._ 00

,0,00

0.00

0..00

0.00

P-00.

0.00

6.00

1.44-

0. 0

7.53

61.19

4.)1
'.

.16

40.00

0.00

'0.00

-0.00

0.00

_0.00
,

0.00

0.00,

0.00

0.00

lo

,
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Table V1-3

t;

Ti

4

;

.

co

Distribution

-.

FL

.0.00

.03

.44

6Y,82

.08

7.65

..03

10.23

.0.00

.03!4

3.91

0.00

.0?

0,00

.02

'9.73

110

of
120 fluids

v.-.

IL

0.00

.02

3 .21

99.67

.. .09

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

LISO

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

State! and

Hy Legislative
I q. Percentages

MN

local

WI

0,00

,0.00

2.38

82.93.

0.00

1.46

0.60

0.00

.0.130

0.00

13.23

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

Vocational
Subput

.

NY

4 n.a.

n.a.

n. a..

n. a.

n a,

n . a .

n.a.

dti.

r a.

n.a.

n.a.

n. a.

n.a.

n.a.

Al

lihn;ation

pose
.

OK
t

0;00

.10

2.14

90.75

.14;

0.011

.28

0.00
ix

0.to

.01

r 0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

4 .

1"

WA

1

U.S.

0.00

, .03-

.99

86:14

x.12.

72..18

.01

'3.36

0.00..

.04

1.98

.01

.02

.07

.07

4.99

AL

0.00

0.00

3.87

81.60

0.00

7.67

010

2.30

0.00

0.00

.66

0.00

0.00

0.00

0,00

1:91

CA

6Too

0.00

.2,3

94.38

-.07

" .43

0.00

0:00

0.00

.11

0.00

.04

.07

0.00

0.00

4..66

PA

0,00

.05

.52

92,73

.06

.25

0.0(1

4.30

0.00

0.00

0.00

0,00

H

0.00

0.00

'0;00

2411,

SC

0.00

0:06

1.39

7,x,51

.02

:06

0.00

3.44

0.00

i14

'0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

nrq

SD TX UT.

Sex Equity Personnel

Displaced Homemaker-

State Administration

Voc (*grams

q90: Study

Cooperatiye

Energy

Construction

Placment Services '

Induslrial Arta°

SuRpt Sery

10

for WOmdn

-
Day-Car*.Iervices

Residential Schools

Contractual Instructio

Local Administration.,

0.00

6.00

1.06

91./8

.11

.56

..06

.52

0.0(1

o.bo

0.00

0.00

0.00

.,00

0.00

5.790

0.00

0.00

1.74

41.26,

0:00

0.00

0.00

0.00

o. 00

0.00
-s.

'13.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0..00

0.00

0.00

2:10

79.75

. .14

8.67

0.00

0.00.

0.00

0.00

0.6

0.00

0,.00

0.00

0.00

9.33

0,00

e 0.00

J:.84

82.62

.03

0.00

14.bo

0.00

0.00

0:00

1.81

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

14.70

0.00

0.00

1.2)

98.19

0.00

0.00

0,00

0.00

0.0a

0.00.

0,00
A

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.0

0.00

`-

n.a.

n. a.

n. a.

n. a.

n. a.

n. a.

n.a.

1,

n,a.

n. a.

n.a.

n.a..

n, a.

n. a./

n. a.

n.a.
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OistriNtion of Total (Federal, State and local) Vocational Education
120 FtlOs By Legislative S0hpurpose

Table VIO

In Percentages

.
,

.

. _ .

AL, CA CO FL IL
.

MN Nil

,

NY
.
OK PA SC SO

.

TX UT WA U.S..

. 4-ir

ex Equity Personnel

Oisplaced HomeAker '

.-

State Administration

Voc Ed Programs

tlot4 Study

Cooperative

Energy

Construction

5tipAds '

Placement Services

industrial Arts *L

0

Suppt Sery for Women

Day Care Services
/ .

Residential Schools

Contractual

Local Administration

.

.10

, 0.00

6.45'

79.5-1

.02

7.06

0.00

2.76

p.00

0.00

.61
it

0.00

o.op

0.00

0.00

3.47

.01

-.04
.

.60

94.00

- .10

.43

0.60

0.00°

0.00

..li

, 0.00

.05

.07

0.00

0.00

4.59

.1)8

.06

2.48

89Efl

.21

.93

.24

.67

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.60

5.51

1. 01

:03

1.06

68.06

.17

7.40

02

9.87'

0.00-

03

3.78
.s.

0.00

.02

0.00

.02

9.44

.01

t .02

4/

99.24

.25

.01

0:00

0.0Q_
/

0.00

, 0.00

0.01)

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

, .05

01

2.35

97'.59

'o.on

0.00

, 0.00

0.00

(Leo

(1.00

0.00
.

0,00

0.00

d.00

1f.00'

0.00

.,

- .40

:14

6.43

)9.05

o.po

2.75

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

11:22

0,00

0.00

0.00

MO

0.00

= n.a...
-..._

%P.a
.

n.a.

n.a.

.a.

n.a.
/

n.a.

n.a.

n.a.

n.a,

P.a.

n.a.

n.a.

n.a.

na

n..a,,.

.6/

.10

3.00

89.95

.15

3.74

0.00

.29

0.00

0.00

.01

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

.7 2.66

.01

.07

1.30

91:18

'.15'

.38

0.00

4.21

0.00

0.00'

0.00

o,iop

0.00

0.00

.0.00

1.94

.04

02

1.78

73.26

04

. .20

0.00

3.25

0.00

-:23.

0.00

8.00

.01.
,

0.00

4.00

'21.15

.62

.08

3.08

7011
-,,,-

.23

7.49

-MO

0.00

000

-70.00

.o.00

0.00

0.00'

.. 0.00

0,00

.9.70

,

.03

03

.1.48

92.i3'..

. 45

0.00'

0.00

6,0D

0.00

0.00

1.64

.02

:03

0.00,.'

0:00

13.40

-

:14

.01

1.69

90.15

0.00

0.00

.%

.0.00

0.00

0:001

0.00

.o.op

0.00

. CO
1.00,

0.00

0.00

n.a.

0,-a. -

na.

'p.a. ,t

It:a.

If:a.
,

11.1:

n.a,

jta.
-, .

n:a.

n.a..

n.a,

n.a.

pa.

.na.

n.a,

.05

.

, %05
.

1.64

85.L:
-

.21-

.
2.17

.01

,-,
3-.15

.01

. 41.,

1.80'
02

1 _02

.09

...67

4.73

!
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.,
lable V1-11/7

Distribution of Federal VtA
130 Funds By Ii2lislative tibpupose

In Percentages

AL , -CA CO. FL - IL

..._.,

State Administration 10.59 14.75 15.87 1-6.11 12.54

GuidAnde & tognseling 63.96 35:62 20.98 18.80. 25 59

Presery 2. lnsery 5.72 23.90 42.38 43.50 021.24

Gi-ants - Sex Bias 0.00 2,52 0.00 0.00 2.06

Local Adminjstrdtion . .79 2.32 1.08 M.00 MOO

Research - RCU -% .52 2.71 10.93 11:49 ' 0.00

Exemplary Programs 0.00 1.55 2.42 '1,32 0.00

Curriculum Development .56 2.i 93' 6.34 8.17 0.00,

Total RCU. . 112.94 20.88 '19.69 -21:,58 38.56

4

218
I.

77
mu NN IlY OK PA

11.50 26.74 6.27 14.04 12.

.42.72 23.78 30,./ 29.14 43.

_27.12 42.12 8.65 26.03
4

.54

3.81 0.00 10.26 0.00 0.

0.00' 0:00 0.00 0.(

0.00 0.00' 21.44 4;00 1.3

0.00 3.40 6.

0.00 0.00 22.03 11.6/

14./9 7.38 43.94 29.07 3.

111111114M111

SC SO

.

TX

a--- _

UT
,

4

WA U.S..

62 8.39 10.09 b.A8: 8.31 8.82 9.75

19 49.17 36.93 27.46 10.37 41.58 40:07

/2 11.88 17;41 22.2S 69.27 25.91. 21.9/

i

p 1.39 0.U0 ., .54 0.00 .50 1.85

10 1.20 6_75 4.00 0.00 4.56 '2.19

9 2.69 12.24 7.27 8.66 0.00 6.21

1S; 0.00 24.87 a.17 2.45 0.00./1 4.55

0 0:00 3.044 '24.43 .95 0:00 7.09

6 47.97' 28.82 39.87 12:05 12.92 24.14

Sourcejo_Tables VI -and VII
...

.

,

, . ,

The basic data for these fables was supplied tkus 1y VMS. The

U.S-.-figure is actually the total eor '17 states, the DistPict of Columbia,

and outlying Ares. the combined federal and nowlederal expenditures' for

cad! item of Sections 120 and 130 did not always egual-the "total e,pendi-

,tues, laic by line. However, the differences were small. In a few

,

instances the original data appeared to be in error due to key punching

or typographiclil mistapes, and theseliere corrected-by us. In $111

instances, the changes were not large in terms of the overall Section

I20 or 130 expenditures for that stale.
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Tablp V1-6

Distribution of State and local Vocaiional Education
130 Funds ay Legislative Subpurpos

In Percentages

AL CA CO ft IL WV,
-

1111 NY OK _PA SC SD TX UT WA - U.S.. ... .
.

State Adminis,tyation i. 7.44 0.00 5.53 2.60 ; 28.19 .0.00 4.,53 n. a.' 8.17, 2.72 '6,41 7.94 3..50 8.36 nal. 3;35
Guidake A Counsel ing 74.66. . 87.21 21.77. 50.22 11.5P 59,48 30.38 n, a. 21.07 6.2.32' 78.60, 27.92: 84.98 15.45 n. a. 70.16
Preserv. & Insery 0.00 5.28 35.74 4.10 28.16, 38.66 59.55 n. a. 13.41 18.0 14.99 20.87 .0.00 74,66 n: a. 8.58
Grants - Sex 'En* , 0.00 0.00 0.00 .11 .66 0.00 0.00 n. a. 0.00' 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.1507' 0.00 n.a. .10
Local Ada -des /ration 16.94 0.00 34.17, 16,00 0.00 0,00 0.00 n.a. 10,4,6 10.61, 0.00 11.52 11.44 0.00 n.a. 7.06
Rase-a-kb -'KU 0.00 '1.89 0.00 .37 0.00 0.00 0.00 n. a. .46 .011: 0.00 '2.41 0..00 0.00 n.a. 1.23
Exemplary Programs 0.00 .0.00 1.39, .03 0.00 0:00 0:00 n, a. .01 1.07 0.00 6.53 , 01 12,85 n. a. 1.92..

,n,
, : .Curriculum Development 0.06 ,1.87 0.00 '13.05 0.60 0.00 0.00 ii. a . 23.00 1.59 0.00 0.00 .03 -14.08 ;ma. 2.21

Total RCU. .66 1.75' .1.40 13.45 31.47 1.86 5.54 n. a. 23.47 2.75 - 0.00 22.80 .04 .76 n, a. 5.38
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Table 414

'Distribution of. Total (federal, Stale and local) Vo(attonac Lducayon
130 funds I3y Legislative Stibpurpme

In teicentanes

44Y OK PAAL CA co

ti

1

11 1 IL. fill

State AdMinistr:;tion 8.50 3.96 8.50 5.12 17.0 2.70 13.97 .n.a. 8.93 4.96

..

Guidance & Counseling 1 70.13 76.58 26.14 .42.20 20;82., 55.54 26.44 n.a. 21.44 53.36

Presery & Insery 2.41 8.66 35.61 11.41 23.59 35.95 53.18 10.41. 15,30 22.84

. .

Ca'ants - Sex Bia.'s 0.00 66 0.00 .08 1.58 .91 0.00 0.00\ 0.00

local Administration 10.12 .13 21.37 12:31 0.00 0.00 0.00 11. a. 7.91 1:28
ri

Research - RCU 122 2.27 3.52 2.46 0.00 0.00 0.00
a.

'n.a. ' 1.20 1.87

Exemplary Programs 0.00 .42 1.63 :27 0.00 0.00 0.00 i..a. .74.. 2.23

Curriculum Development .24 2.31 2.04 11.70 .0.00 0.00 6.00 n.a. '21.26 1.68

Total KU 8.37 5.00 7.19 14.44 36.15 4.90 23.21 b.. 78

#

11111116.111

S.

,

SC. SD TX UT WA, U.S.

6.89 186 171 '7:91 n. a." 5:13'

70.36 24.60 60.33 12.2 n.a. 59.40

14.09 14.92 6.01 68.77 n.a. 11.90.

.3p 6.00 .15 0.00 na. .41'"

.31 7.26 8.20 0.00 n.a.

kir

5.48

.70 5:20 1.96 '3.58 n.a. 2.23

40.00
.

''0,00'

11.27 2.2)
.

7.92
,

n,a. 2.6.6,

1.03 6.62 ...10 n.. 3.1?

7.29 28./14 1o...0 5.39 n.a. 9.61
.

.

_
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B. Funds Distribution Under the Legislative Setasides

Let us now consider the allecationof funds to the 'national

priority pro'grams' identified in the 1,976-VEA legislation. Table VI-8

pertains to the placement of Federal VEA funds by the states on services
,

for persons in the setaside categories:

English proficiency, and'Rostsecondary.

handicapped; disadvantaged, limited

In the 'ca'se'of the 10 percent

setaside f9', handicapped persons, onlq New York, and Pennsylvania ap-

peared to be in conformity -with the Federal! statutes *in 1978-79, though

all sample states, except Alabama, South Dakota,, and Texas,'were reason-

ably close.- With regard to the 20 percent setaside for` disadvantaged

people, the range instate allOcatibns of federal funds was very wide.

Illinois allocated nearly 50 percent-of its, federal receipts to.the
r

disadvantaged; while Alabama, California, \Ad South Carolina directed
.

less than 15 per5ent of federal money to this'purpose.- Strictly speaking,

-

-of the,sample.states, only Illinois appeared to be in compliance in

:1978=79 though Texas was very dote. Likewise, the range amongst.the

sample states in federal 'allocation's for postsecgndarpprograms is'

broad: Colorado directed 55-percent of federal money to this-purpose,

',.-.1cand'Illinois, 45 pernnt,mhile thestates of Alabama, New Hampshire,

(Land- Pennsylienia. fell below 'the- mandated 15 percent level.

ti ?Table V1-9 reveaJs that stated and .localities are even less eager

to Spend their own tax'rescources on behalf of target populations than they
.

are to use Federal dollars in that way. In other words, the setaside

pro'Visionsof the 1976 VEA,legislation has not resulted in any great

A 224
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No'

Table VI-8-

Federal-VEA Funds tFr 7.13 - FY '"X9).

Dfstri buticn by' Legislative Purpose

Setasides f 's
A

**

a J

States'

,.,/

.

,

Handicappi6
Disad-

vantaged

mice
Eng,1 i sh

Proricienc,y

vost-
secondary

-sand Adul t

;ALABAMA .

CALIFORNIA

COLORADO

.49..OR IDA

ILLIOIS
,

MINNESOTA

--
,NEW HAMPSHIRE e.

,

NEW YORK

00,LAH01A

PEN4SYLVA+1 TA

SOUTH CAROLINA

SOUTH° DAKOTA"

TEXAS

UTAH
.

WASHINGTON

U.S.

.

_

. -

,.

.

'
.

,

.

2
.

_

I

. 4.85 11

.
8.67

8.95

9;00

9.84
.

9-, 42

\ ."' 8.9'5

10..62

8.71

10.37

8.51

5.81

6.04,

7.96

n. a.

8.96

.1-1,88

14.74 .

17%03

15,1:0

48,94

16.66

17-`.'is

16.91

.17.3-1

15.96

12,84

18.55'

19.98

16.86

n. a.

17.56

0.00'

. 60

, .87 ..

1,20

1.7. 6

1.90 .

0,00

2.53.

0.00

:16

0;00

0. 00 ,'

0.00

2.62

n. a.

.76 -

12.02

16,45J

54,92

.16.77

45.15

41.89

12.36

16.90

22.25

13_76

15.33

31:9:3

25.45

,. 25.23.

n. a.

21.61

,

,

,.

J

-

'2.25
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,
T4ble VI-9

State'and Local Vocational Education. Funds (FY 78 - FY 79Y
Distribution by Legislative Purpose

Seta'sides

,

,)

States
.--

r ---

.

. _

IfandicaPped
Disad:.

vantaged.-

L1M1t4O
English .

Proficiency

'Post- 2

secondary
and Adult

ALABAMA -

tALIFORNIA.

COLORADO

FLORIDA, ,4
.

ILLINOIS

MINNESOTA

NEW HAMPSHIRE
.

NEW YORK
.

'OKALAHOMA .

PENNSYLVANIA'-

_SOUTH-CAROL-INA-

SWTH,DAKOTA
. .

AXAS

UTAH ,

.

WASHINGTON

U.S.

,

1

.

.

,

.

''

/

-

.

4.

1,18

1.60,

,.

3,47

2.16
(\

* 4.59
'.

'2.02

.2.02

n.a.

1:35

1.33

.76
s.....-

1.95

..

.

2,96.

.1.60

3,45

8:00'

6.57

. 2.64

-3,.45

Fr.a.

2.55

2.42

- .98

45.40.

6.39

.21

.n.a.

5.89

-.

0.00
,

..21

0.00

.10

.17

.20-

.44

n.a,

0:00

,02

0.60

0:00

0.00

.23

n.a.\

....32'

''.33.96

- .

.

.

(
37-:20

2.7Y
,

33.73-

31. 83 .

58.16 *

,1..02

n.a...,'

49.57

5-.38

t.-- .

47.13

29.38

23.37

33.16'

n.a. _
. .

30;01

1.44-

1,15

'

n.a.

1 2.23
-

744

e

.4

$'
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.
infusion of state-local resources into the "national priority programs,."

On the otherhand, it. is not the case, apparently, that states

laCk target populations t care for. To illustrate tilis point, we may

compare the p4=mentages in Table VI-10, showing total vocational ed-

ueation funds allocated to person) with the_fi6ures_of,

Table V'I -1l, showing percentage of children'in the fifteen'sample States

who li-qe in Poverty.
4

Finally, .coMparj.son of Tables VI-8 and VI-10 indicate that, as pas

. the case with distribufion of vocational education filnds by major ..."
v.

..
;.,__

sections of Federal appropriations, the pattern of total gxpenditures
. -

on setaside purpose's is More approximately equal to thatpf state/1=a]
. .-

.

expenditures than to the allocations of,Foerdl funds. Given that

Federal appropriations are a small part of total expenditures and_given°

that states and local authorities_do not yet appear, to me embraced

Federal priorities with any notable degree of enthusias , is is,'
. __, .

, .V

practically speaking, an inevitable result.'

.0 0

4

4

o

*
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LPG

A

VQ.

Table VI -10

Total (Federal, State and Local) Vora Tonal Education Funds (FY 78 - FY 79)
. Distribution by Legislative Purpose

Setasides

. .

States

.

.

Handicapped
Disad-

vahtaged

Limited
English

Proficiency

Post-
secondary
and Adult

ALABAMA

CALIFORNIA.

COLORADO
5

FLORIDA

ILLINOIS .

MINNESOTA .

NEW

NEW YORK

OKALAHOMA

PENNSYLVANIA

SOUTH CAROLINA

SOUTH DAKOTA

TEXAS

UTAH .

WASHINGTON .

U.S..
.

.

,

.

u

.,

.

4

.

.

,

........

...

,.--'

,

..

-.

,

_.

.

.

.

- 1,79

,2.05

4.04-

2,48

4.69

2.72

3.19

n.a.

2.04.

2.09

1..31

2,73

145

1,91

n.a. .

2,89:>

4.44

2.44

4.8

8.30
. ,

.24

3,98

.

5.97

.1i.a.

3.93

3.56 -

1.83

'8.05

7.92

2,06 ,

n.a.

7.05.

,

.

.

0.00

..24

,09

.15

.24

.36

,37

n.a.:--

0.00

.03

0.00

0.00'

0.00

.50

n.a.

.38

-

33.14

36.59

35.91

31.13

33%49

56.61
.,,,.

4.61

,

n,a,

47.04

6.08

44.85

29.73

23.12

32:31

n.a.

29.34

,

4
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TableV.I-11
.

Children Aged 5-17 Living in
Poverty 1975

States Percent of Childrken in Poverty

Alabama

California

Colorado-

Florida

Illinois

Minnesota,

q,
aew Hampshire

New York

OklahoMa

Pennsylvania

' South Carolin'a

South Dakota

Texas

Utah

Washington

w

15.9

13.8

010.7_

21.6.

.15,1

9.1

10.3.

.13.1

14.6

12.6

23.9

13.1

20.5.

8.Q,

1

10.0

14.5

%

1,

Source: U.S.'Bureau of the Census, Current /
.

Population Reports, series Pr60,`Nos. 110-113,
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.II. Special Topics in'Funds Distribution:
Program fhprovement, Excess. Costs,Sex Equity,
CETA Coordination, and Private Contracting

ti

In this section we report on A:series of specidf topics in,

funds distribution, using data bf kinds that are obtainable only from

_local agencies. Asclescr:bed in Chapter' conducted a survey of

1,200 local agencies qn various matters concerninguses of vocational -

eduation funds. These 1200 agencies are located in i0 states:

California, Colorado: Florida, Illinois, Kansas, a..scachusetts, 4,4ew

North Carolina,Sout Dakota, and Texas, The list includes NIE's-Five

core states (.unArlirre that are common to all flIE's ('.ontraczed

studies. The Amaining five states werewchosken purposiveiy, and the choj.ce

was intended borh to inprove regional balance and to give a. fair YePre-
00,

sentation of rural districts.

Because the states were not selected randomly, ina strict statistical

sense, the findings cannot he used to generalize about the nation as a

whole: Nevertheless, the'tenstate sample represents a-sufficiently

large portion. of the vocational education enterprise such that the

findings have significance regardless of whether bhey-apply to -the'

remainder, of the' country.. 'The ten'States surveye)ccount. for 39 per-

. .

cent of students enrolled in vocational education. They receive 34

percenit -of federal VEA funds.and account for 48 percent of total state

and local expenditbres for vocational education. The states include
1

large urban centers-such' as ffew York, Chicago, and Los Angeles,1as well

230- ...
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1

as predominantly rural states'aS South Dakota and Kansas. They rep-i.

resent a broad geigraphic distkiution,vith states from the northeast,

sout , midwest, and far west: In,short, they cap ture a numbqn of Mi-
. to-04it

portan differences among states that may affect the deliver of vo- * -

-cational . ducation.

To select s within states, we, employed a stratified randoA

sampling procedure that permits generalizing the results for the sample

-within .each state to the state as a whole. The sample contains seven
AS

strata:

Stratum 1: rqral_LEAs serveing no city greater than.10,000
people and also'lyfng outside ank.standard metro-
politon 'statistical'

Stratum 2:

Stratum 3:!,

Stratum 4.:

. Stratum 5:

Stratum 6:

Stratum 7:-

tr.

. -i

LEAsserving no city greater thary 10,00G people
but lying within an SMSA . ,

A

4.EAs serving at least one city with -.a ficpulation
between 10,000 and 49,999

LEAs serving at least one city with a population
'between 50,000 and 99,999

LEAs serving at. least one city with a population.
of 100,000 or more "

,A,

LEAs in t'he suburban ring'Of the stateJs largeSt
;city

:

the LEA serving the state's largest city.

fl

Prams.
to Maintain, Improve, and Expand VocatIonal Education

In addition to improving the access of the handicapped, the dis-

advantaged, and women to high'quality vocational education *grams, the

Vocational Education Act leeks .more `generally to. support improvements,

art 3

231
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innovations, and changes in the existing vocational education programs.

Thus, the 1976.Am6ndments state that, rederal assistance is to be usedto- , ,

"'extend, improve, and-Where "necessary, maintain existing programs of

acatidnal,eduatibn" (R.L. 94-482, Section 101(1)),,as as to

.

develop new .programsof vocational education"' (P.L. 94-482, Section.

101(2)).
tt

r

N Although the legislation does not prohibit using Federal fundsto

maintain existing 15rograprs, the use of the phrase "where necessary ".
.

.
. -----,,, . .

,

implie that'COnoresl-soLight mainly -63 spur program innovation and.

.4r-ovment. Other provisions of P).L.. 9a-482 support this inTerence.
. _ .

.Thus, Sectaon 106(a)(6) itipula'tts:
o

that Federal funds made. available Under thii Act
will be,so used to supplement, end to the extent
,practicable, increase the aMount of Siateand local
funds that opuld in the 'absence'ofAoch Fedtiral
funds be made available'for the uses spebified in
the Act, and in no' case upplant,sucli State and

local funds. ,

,'Section 111(b) further requiyes'statet to maintain previous.levels of
, .

. fiscal
1"

effort. In short,' it is. apparent that Congress' intended federal
. imompft.

funds to 4bPplemdnt state and local fund, and to be used. for program

impro4ment ancLexparlsion..ttlatstate,s would not P.therwise,be able to .

-fa ..
.

carry-out.with thtir o0n,resources.
. , ., .

.:,' ,.. , *-. ,.

4nsequqntly, the survey sought, to determine- ' expenditures on.'
,

'program suppet, imPrOvement,'and-gPansion. We. should stress that
,

,. ,:.-"..
-, Isio, .- -,

,p4.0 'deter-miff-trig:the extent to which Federal, as'op'posed to state and local, .-... .-
. -:-.7-r--, +

. _,,,

4.
- -

dollars 'supported these activities...is exceedingly difficult. several

,
1.

4,

11
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"k ,

. - problems.-complicate the analysis. First, in many states, by the time
....

. Fedet%1 VEA money reaches the
.

local.level, it is indistinguishable from
... ..

.

°4

A
state or l ocal dollars. Therefore,What-Federal dolla-rs purchased

.
, ... . . ,

.

cannot be identified. Second, even if LEAs coald distinguish Federal
; T s

/1 .. r
d011ari from'state and local dollars, there is usually no Way, of know'ing

-

1 how therWould.havq expended funds -in the absence of Federal dollars.,

,Thus,, for example, many LEAs use Federal dollars only fo r'equiPment

purchases. This, restrictive use of Federal money is mostly a.eatterf

convenience; it makes accounting far Federal imoney.a simple task and
- 4

purchases re tangible and easily displayed. However, the fact that

LEAs spend Federal dollars in this fashion does not mean that lacking_

Federal money they would not have purchased the equipment, but simply
, 4.t

that state and local dollars-that would otherwise have been used for

these:pqrchases have-i;een directed to other p rposes. In, short, a
. .

mavikr .
. .

.
.Federal dollar is easilyipbstituted for:a.state a al dollar.

A third factor complicating analysis(of what Federal dollars Xis
(

thatdespite he prohibition against sup tinting, the maintenance of
.

- ..

,1 effo requ4rement iS so weak as to.Permit.substantial supplanting, An

LEA is,considered to' be maintaining sufficient fisCal effort as long as

the present year's expehditures,,eithei in the aggregate or on a-per
.

.

student.kasis,exCeed 95 percent of the previous year's expenditures.'
,

Moreover, the legislation requiret no adjustment for.inflaton so that

in read terms sVPPlantatidn of` as much' as ;15 percent of, state and focal .

expenditures can occur annually without violating the 'law.
- ,

a N-

... '1,..
y.

h.
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For these reasons, the suivey Aid not attempt todetermine what

_proportions of Federal, money were used for prograM maintenance,.prZgram

improvement, or progam expansion. Rather, we .asked LEAs what propor-

tions of their total.vocatiohal education budget (Federal, state and

local) they spent for fbur'general purposes: 9

1. supporting existing programs (including expenditures for
staff and maintenance of existing buildings and equipment).

9

2. L.proving existing programs (by adding teachers or aides,
purchasing or replacing equipment, expanding'facilities, etc).

Adding new-programs.

.4. Adding new services (such as counselors;, facilities fdr
handicapped students, etc._

Thus, we tried to-guag'e the overall level of program improver'ent or

expansion rather- than that which might/be supported with Federal funds.

Tab1e,V-12 Summarizes the secOdary responses to this'question, As

is to be euected,,iff most LEAs the bulk of the vocat:i6nal education

budgdt, 83 percen on. the average, maintainsexisting'prograMs. .0nqy

in an LEA just beginning to dee/elop a, vocational program would one
'. 1 - , .

. .

. . ...
.

'. expect to find much deviation from this pattern. Twenty Percent; of the

=.LEAsresponding to thii question ihatall of their budgets was
-.

used to support existing programs, with no. 'funds expended on program

,;',

, improvemerit or..expahsion'.
,.,

Seventy-five percent.af the LEAs, reported spending some money to
, -

improve vocational education programs, with half of these saying that

208

9



-r} ..

209 1

fr `1

Table V-12

.

Distribution of Total Vocational Education Budget
Secondary, FY 1979

.
/ t; ...

: , .

.1

.% of Total -VocitiOspa:1 % of Districts
Education Budget Spent To: in Each Category

A. Support EXisting' Programs '.
e

0

. f '
70. or less .. 20%
71 7 ..85 ; 22 .*

86- 90 -*, -18

91 - 99 20
. -100 -

20

lt . 100%
Number of Distrifts = 405*

B.. Improve Existing Programs

0

1 - 5*

6 -10
. 11 - 20 .

21 or more 4

25%
21

23

15

,- 100%.
Number of Di'stritts = 413

C. Add New Progranis

' - 74%
1 - 4 7 .

5 - A 8-
6 - 10 ...5

. 11 or more -

Jog,'
:Number of Districts' = 414

D. Add New Services

4

0 . 78%
.1" 4

2 - '4 . 5

5 7-

or more 5

r. ), 100% .

Number of Distribts = 414'

A

*Data unavailable' from ,approximately 170 distrid.ts - ".

4.
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-
, .

they spent-more thari eight percent of their budgets on program imp-
.

rovement. A'nuch Smaller number, 26.percent of the sample, expended
CI

,

funds to add neW programs, and among those LEAs, expenditures on new

k

_ programs typically amounted to less than five percent of the total

budget.. Finally; only 22 percent of.the sample reported spending money ,

. .

to add hewservices, and when they did so., these expenditures typically

accounted,for less than three percent of total spending.

At.the postsecondary level .(Table V,-13), Only six LEAs. or three

pertent, reported spending all of their budget to support existing

programs. Ralf reported spending more than Seven percent of their

budget to improve programs. Dyer halfsaid they hadspent-some money to

add new progr'ams, compared to only 26 percent of secondary LEAs. -Forty-
:

five pe'r'cent said thehad added new services.
, .

;Mat conclusions do these figures suggest? First, we should

emphatifie the, "soft' quality,of.data produced by this question. LEAs do

not,maintainaccounts in terms of progra6 maintenance, improvement, and

f*, , .
-,

,..
'so fOrth. Respondents were ,eked to estimate allocations, and.their.

,

t

responses represent "best guessesv'that are subject to' substantial
. .

.,

inacCuraey.-. Indeed, the'high level of Ron- respons to the question

30 Rercent,of the secondary LEAs did not answer the question suggests

that the .query was dIfficultto answer. nevertheless, because of the

Congressional emphasis on new programs 'and program improvement, we felt
. . , . .

It important -toattenint some data'collection.
t.

,
.

. - f
4.

. . ,

. .

With these caveats in minck then, it seems safe to say that most
A

"'" /-.
.A\

4
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Table V-14. .

Distribution of Total Vocational' Edutation Budget
Postsecondary, FY 1979

% of Total Vocational

Education Budget S ent.To:.

211

f of Districts
/-

in -Each Cate or

A. Support Existing Programs

C A a

,

n

22%

24

19

22

11,

75 or less
76-85
86-90

-- 96-100

Number of LEAs = 173

Improve Existing Programs

0-2 17%
3-6

a 2o,
7-10 - 27
11-15 20
15+ T4

umb;r of LEAs =0.172 .

.

. Add New Programs -

.- .

0 .

,

46%
1-2 a 17
3-5 1 V '. 1.3

,

6-8 11

,9-20 . . 13

Number of LEAs X172-

. Add New Services`

0
. 55% .

1-2 16
.7

5-7
...

12
8 +.

. TO

Number of LEAs = 172 R .

a



4

LEAs are making some effort to improve programs. insofar as Federal

funds are less. restricted than state.and local dollars and therefore

give L'EAS more budgeting flexibility than they would otherwise have,

then it is likely that,YEA funds play an important though hard to

measure role;im program improvement(' On the other haild, a relatively

small- number of secondary LEAs are adding new programs or services.

Indeed, Wone took l' ally the directions of Section 106(a)(5)(A)(ii)
. - f . --.""1

to give priority. to ap 1 icants which' propose programs which 'are, new to
4

the area to be served an ich are designed-to
a
meet new ar,d emerging

manpower needs...", less than one-fourth of the secondary and a4out orre-

half of the postsecondaryLEAs responding,could satisfy this.criterionr

I °

-Thus, mnile Federal -funds may play an. important 'role in enabling those

LEAs to add new proghms, 'SEA funds have appg'rently'not encouraged age

numbers of LEAs to undertake program.expansion. This conclusion is

, /

further reinforced by LEAs' responses to questions on program dhangeS,

as we'shall'now see. .1

. .
,

An a i tional way,to% assess the extent of program innovation niat the

local level; as well, as :LEAS' responsiveness to, local labor mark4.

needs, 5 to ask local agenCies whether in 1978-79 they'had dis on-
.

tinued,'reduced, expanded, or added Any vocatitnai education programs..

'tle--cons,ider a program reduced or expanded. only if changes occurred in

.

the number of teaching personnel or if changes occurred.in the 'fluter of

,classes offered. Additionally, f changes had occurred, we,asked're-
. 4 °o

sPondentsto 1indicate why e.g., changes in student interest, avail:.

Lit

6

yr
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. r

ability of funds,01ocal labor market needs, etc.

As Table V714 indicates, about one-fourth of the secondary LEAs and

one-half of the postsecondary group reported makingprogram changes in

1978;:79. Among secondary LEAs, only 17 percent of the LEAs answering

the question reported,adding.new programs Or expanding existing ones

..(Table V-15). This figure is Considerabty lower than the 25 percent of

LEAs reporting they had allocated a portion, of their-voCational'edu-

cation budget to addifionsaf new programs.

For. postsecondary respondents, these figures were higher. Almot
.

one-third repted disc6itinuing or reducing a progm, aerespondents

,may simply have not knOWn Nhat specific programs Were, added or expanded,

or they mayame failed to provide the iniormation because they felt it

vtas.tiot worth-thetroublP to complPtPthe racprInco. In any oyent, the

finding'that 17 percent of the secondary LEAs expandeor added programs

,

should be regarded as the minimum number doing .so..

Table V-16 displays seConda6 LEA responses to =this question by

.

.

.. stratum. The proportion'of LEAs making changes is much higher in the

larger LEAs. Thus; all of the central cities and 57%-of the LEAs serv-

ing cities with mire than 100,000 residents repotted making changes. In

contrast, only 16 percent of the rural LEAt and 20 percent -of the small

subUrban towns reported changes. .These results are not surprising but

they underscore a problem tha.1t is often overldokedby those demanding
.

`'that LEAs respond` more quicklyto changing labor market conditions.

^Program changes are exPensiye 4nd depend critically on availability of

V

239
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Table 0:14

Proportion of Districts Reporting
Changes in Vocational Education Programs,:1978-79.

- Instituted ChandeS

Ddd Not Inst'itUte

Changes

SECONDARY POSTSECONDARY

Number of LEAs = 437 (secondary) and 106 (postsecontlary),

J

.

Table Y-15

6EAs Reporting Program CnangeS. for 1978-'79

PROGRAM CHANGE
-.:

..

Discontinued Programs 26 16%

Reduced Prqgrams' 20 5% .

expanded Prpgrams '39 , 9%

Added New Programs. 33 8%

,SECONDARY ,/ 'POSTSECONDARY

'N % of- LEAs t1

17
16
,23

50

% of LEAs

at,tl
.

16%
15%
?2%-

47%

A h 36 N = 106

,

fifth said they expanded Rrograms, and-over half said they had.added

new programs. -ThiS greag- level of change at the e-p6stsecondary
... . . .

_level may explain why postseccondary. institutions we're relatively

More successful at hiring or reassigning staff tp promote sex equity.

as we shall indicate'beloW. .

/

, . ....
. , .

We should. note' that Wherranswering this q restiono respondents

1/14 4sked.to fistthe..programi. 'changed Con tquently, some
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4

skilled teachers, as well as flexibility to relocate existing teaching

personnel. Consequently, smaller LEAs have a more, difficult time making..
program changes. Adding or 'expanding a single 'program is, likely to 1/

e

represent a much greater poKtion of a rural LEA's vocational eiducation

,budget than that. of ,a large *city. Similarly, with a much smaller pool

dit

Table V-16 4,7'46014w
.

LEAs Making Changes Vocational . EducAtion Programs'
'83/Stratum.

. Stratum Made Changes Did Not Make Changes.

CENTRAL CITIES
.

100%- i '' Ai.

.

q

-5-UBURBAN RING ' ° 30%. ' 70°P .. ,

CI,TIES 'OVER loo, :bop vi . '53%1 ,,.e 43%' ''..
MIDDLE SIZE ..VTIES, 41 %44' ° 0

V
59%.

'* .
SMALL SUBURBAN TOWNS * 20% .7,,,,, s 80% ,,

do 4
RURAL TOWNS ,. i6% . 4 t

a :,.. 844 °0
- :.,' ,r. ,

A , -
of vocational education teachevr§,. smal 1 LEAs haVe \less °11 exibil ity in,
staffing. Therefore,, eneojraging program expansion4among rural and,

4,=4' Aother small LEAs will require one of two stktegies..-Either tifermust.
is e t 'be encouraged to consolidate vocational education.in Area-vocational

,,sctlools or/ other shared-time arrangements
,

tirt permit ecdnUmi es-of
-

scale, --o.r.,/ they ,mu,st- have access to additional funding that recognizes

the ilighicost of program expansion in small "grui.often geographically

isOl ate ,LEAs.

241 ,
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Table V-17

percentage of LEAs Incurring Exces-s _Costs for
-Handicapped and Disadvantaged Students

FY 1979 . *-,-

Proportion of Total Sample
Which Incurred Excess Costs'for:,

Mainstreamed Handicapped-Students

'1,

Secondary

22%

Special Vocatiorral Edu a
Handicapped Students

for

Mainstreamed- Disadvantaged Students

Special Vocatidltal EduCatign for
Disadvantaged'Students.

2a%

23%

18%

'Postsecondary

go. ,F

Students of LfMited English
Speaking.Prbficiency 4%

29%.

4a%

36%

20%

n = 550 .

p 4

. n = 211



ti

B. Response of Local Agencies to Excess Cost Requirements fdr Target
. Populations

The survey asked a.number Of questions*concerninig vocational,

education for handicapped and,diiadvantaged students, and for students

with limited English proficiency. Sifty-faur percent of the secondary °

and 80 percent of' the postsecondary. LEAs said they had handicapped students

mainstreamed in regular vocational education programs, but only.22 percent

)44of all the secondary resOndents a percent,,Of ill 'postsecondary
V.,s,

- :

respondents reported incurring excess costs for mainstreamed handicapped
) _

"students (see Table-V-20). Similarly, over 70 percent of secondary and
_I

t.
, s

over 94 percent of.postsecondary LEAs said they had mainstreamed disad-

vantaged students, but only 23 percent and114120ercent, eespectiyery,

said they incurred excess costs for these students..
\ .-,

, ..

.,..
These findings should be interpreted cautiously: They do not neg-

..

essarily mean that a relatively 'small number of LtAsindurred excess

casts, but may simply, indicate .that only a, small'humber are 'able to keep

track of excess costs or find it worthwhile to do so. As displayed in

Table V -18 and V-,19, there is a strong relation between, the %Tu. of LEAs

and the proportion of LEAs reporting. excess costs, -and,larger LEAs may
h

find it more worthwhile to establish- the necessary accounting proce-

dures. Less than '15 percent of the LEAs in str.a.p. 1 and 2, servillir

cities of 10,000 or fewer, reported' incurring excesp costs for main-

streamed disadvantaged and handicapped students, while,over half of the
.

. .
. ,

LEAs serving:cities of 100`,000 or more reported incurring excess costs.,
, . 4

217
t
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Sizeiof

ComMunity

'..4

Table -18 :t.4,,,

Distribution of Districts Repdrlinupcess Costs .

for Mainstreamed Handicapped STudefits
. By Size of. Community,

.

Secondary - FY 1979

Incurred No

Excess Co ts- Excess Cost s- Total %

<4,

Number of
Districts

CENTRALCITIES, 57% 4 43 100%

SUBURBAN RING 34% 66r
,),

.,..

100% 65

CITES OVER 100,000 52 48' -100% - 23

MIDDLE SIZE CITIES 40,,, 60. 100% 19Q

()!::LL. SUBURB P4 TOWNS 15%
f

85 100% 89

RURAL TOWNS 4. 1p . 4 88 100%, '256

TOTAL. f

1

. 22% , 78 4. 100% 550*

*Figures unavailable far. 30 districts.

244*

t:

. ,

:
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Size of
-Communi

Table V -.19

Provision of Special Vocational
Education for Handicapped. Students

.By -Size of Community

Secondary - FY 1979

Provided
Alk, Special , No SpedaT

Programs Programs' Total *
Number of
Districts'

CENTRAL CITiES

. .

SUBURBAN RING

CITIES OVER 100,000

o

MIDDLE SIZE CITIES
.

SMALL SUBURBAN TOWNS

RURAL TOWNS
-

.6'

TOTAL .

i

1

.'

v

,

100%

,28%

57%

40%

13%

10.%.

22%

0

72

43

60

:87

90

78

100%

100%

1130%

100%

100%

100%.

100%
.

.L-

,

:

8 ",

BB

r

23

108

,91

259

554**

6

-

* Figures may not' equal 100% due to rounding error.
**Data unavailable for 24 distrfCts.

c" . t

) 4
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-/ ApproximateTy .the same proportions of LEAs reporting excess Cats
t.

fon, mainstreamed students reported' incurring excess 'costs for special

classes and .facilities. ,Twenty-One percent of the secondary LEAs re-
,

'porte'd havinb, special programs f6.r handicapped, 17 percent for dis7

advantajed Again, these LEAs were more heavily concentrated among

.strata 4,,5, and 7,, containing LEAs- serving cities in excess of 502000

people. Only 10 spercent of the rural LEAs in stratum I reported operating
_

'special pvogrems fci handitapped'Or disadvantaged students.

ol *
Not surprisingly, only 17. Rercent of the secondary LEAs` reported

having studentS with limited English proficiency enrolled' in vocational

education. Of these, less than one-Afthsaid they incurred e/xess ..
,.t

.
cps'ts. Again, these LEAs ,were.more heavily concentrated among the urban,

6
\ ' .

strata. Fifty percent of postsecondary LEAS said ;they had vocational.
,-.

.
,

-education students with _limited English proficiency, but pn 1 y 20 percent
.

't,
, ,

N
. . , , i

. said they incurred, excess costs for these students. ,

. .

'

,- , 0

A'striking finding of the questions concerning excess- costs i sidle -

. '

relatively small amount, Of expendit res these costs represent. As Table
w r

V -20 reveals, the size *dal cove ge of excess costs were quite modest.
, .

" Thus, while' total excess costs for mafhtreanied handitapped students
. .

. .

ranged from as Vttle as595 in. one. secondary LEA to ,$524,0007 in an-

other, these cost? d not exceed 57,100 in half of the secondary LEAs.

Poistsecondery nstitutions repbrted somewhat Larger total excess costs,

.)

reflecting the latter size:of- the typical 'postsecondary:-institution, but

k
the amounts 0-e still ,q.ite,-.modest..The median excess cost 0$;\ student
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* Table V-20

Median'Size and Scope of Excess Cost Expenditures
For Different TargeePoplilatiens,,1978-1979

I c

MEDIAN TOTALEXCESS COSTS MEDIAN COST PER- STUDENT. MEDIAN NO., OF STUDENT-S.:SERVED

TARGET POPULATION Secondary Postsecondary Secondary Postsecoriary Secondary Postsecondary'

Mainstreamed
Handicapped

.

.

Special Voc. Ed.__

diandicapped

Mainstreamed
Disadyantaged

Special Voce Ed,

Disadvantaged.

..-.

Students with
Limited English-
Speaking Proficiency

,

R

.

$ 7,000

4.

$22,000

$12,000

$30,000

$11,000

."

$25,000,

.

ipp $50,000
,e

$34,500

$45,000

$ 7,050'

.

,

1

.

*
$375

$833

$151

$505

..
.

$331
,

0

4

,,,

.

,

.

.

!-.

145

$ 455

-

-$1,070

1

$ 166

413

$ 200

.._ '

.

'-:

.

.1

',

20.

28

,

87

. -

76.

37

.

.

C '..."'

.

.'

-.

.:

C'

.

_

40
.

71

250
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..3&

:

4
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was similar between. secondary,andpostsecondary institutions'and in some
%ow
instances was lower in postsecondary than in secondary institutions.

Recalling tha't VEA.funds may be used. to pay-for up' to half of
A

excess costs, this' means thit VEA allocatons for mainstreamedhandi-_

capped secondary students did.not exceed S3:t50 in over half, of the

LEAs a very small san'consjdering the paperwork required to comply
s,

fully with the regulations. ,Similarly, thq median total excess costs

for mainstreamed disadv'antaged secondary students was $12,000, so total

VEA .allocatins for maihste=ds1Tidents did not exceed 5.6,000 ire half.

the LEAs.-

As'expected,'excess casts for pecial,classesipand facilities were

significantly high'er, with the median secondary figure being S22,000 fol-
. . ,

,..,........;---

handicapped and S30,000 for disadvantaged studenttrSimilar median .'
. !, .. .

. .
,

figures for postsecondary were S65,0006r handicapped students and '-
: a

$45,000-for disadvantaged. These figures for excesscosts.'in.rtpec4a1

programs are WO to three timed grea =ter than those for maintreamed2

programs. ThuS.,,the incentives to iSol'te these students are powerful,
, *

. Not only ace thee costs much easier to keep track of, but the

level's of reimburiement -are' much-hi9er.

To sur,cariA, while the vast majority of LEAs report haviog'hand-

-
icapPed'and disadvantaged students enrolled-in vocational eduatith,-

most' are either unable orAdo not find if worth-their while to keep track

of excess 'costs. Moreover, ip all but the largest LEA, excess costs

amount to a rather small sum, especially for:mainstreamed studentS.

WhISer,thismeanS that h''andipppqd and disaditage,d istudents are eing

'1
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poorly_served in vocational education cannote determined from the

data; at best, the findings suggest that the excess cast not ion is not

a partidularly effective way to direct federal revenues to special popu-
.

lotions.

C: Efforts of Levl Agencies to Promote Sex Equity in Training

Introducing efforts to prom6ie sex%equityin vocational education

constituted one of the major new.features enacted with the 1976 Amend-

ments,: The 1976 legislation explicitly authorized funds for overcoming

sexual discrimination and sexual stereotyping in vocational educaiton.

While these authorized funds of limited aMount'are directed only to the

'' state level, the Amendments included a,number of comments and diredtives

.- -

regarding sexual inequality in vocational, education, r

.. .

,

e

.

First, -the'legislation clearly stated that. utilizing funds.-roy:

eliminoting inequality was a legitmate and proper use.of Federal funds'
.

,

. . .
.

.

States May Spend funds under a numbei- of sedfOns'to overcome sex bias.*

Skond,,the legislation- required- hat a state, as part, of its state
,

it
..,e 4

- . 4 ,

plan, describe its plan to overcome the problem of sex discrimination.
.

,.
. t

A number of topics were.to.be inpluded,,rangi,ng fremi,doto collection on
. .

.. -
,

-sex equity to providing assistance to local education ogencies,inirest-
,

ed in imprdVing Vocational 'edUZaticn opportunities for women. States
,

were to reserve $50.,000 fromCtheir.basic,grant for these. issues. States-
, ,

223.

were also-to essigm (at the statelevel) a full-time sex equity coordinator

Legislation permitted'e4enditures to promote sex equity under both
Section. 120 and"Section 130 funding 'sources, Section 120 would normally
be directed to program innovation or special services: while Section 130
funds Would be directed to research,icounseling, and other issue's.



carry out the plan.

The hearings for the 1976 reauthorizationunderscored Oe'need to
tt

ad4ress the issue_of sex bias and.sex stereotyping.,invocational qduca-

ti on. A number of.peop;re testified on -a number of.problems facing
-,,

females in"both the economy and vocational-educWon.programs, They

4

noted that while women' difficulties in Abtainfqg quality occuOation'al .

training and employment is a longstanding problem, A asumes heightened

significance as greater nugbers of women ,are entring%the labor force,in
(

0
larger numbers and for, ToNger, periods than before. Today, it is esti-

. mated that 90 percent of women will hold a pying.job for some period of
.,

.

,

their lifeties. Moreover, women aFe'coming to occupy a greater portion
,,

.

.

of the total wor force. While in-1950 yomen ciOnst.i.tuted less than 304

I.

paecant of- the work forf-a,.by 1979 they 1."Iera 40 percent, and their
1 4

). e' . .

a

relative .numbers contintle to grow.*

women
;

While women have come to pldy an increasingly signjicant part an
,

. 4 ,

the work force, they face serious
,,

hurdles .to
,
occupationM success. Women

are concentrated in low skill, low paying labswithlimited career
. ,

'ladders. Momen with similar levels of eduCationalaana occupattonal %

training continue to evn lowerisalarie's
A-
.and at timasenter on alavier

o

rung of .the job ladbee than their male tcounterptlits:
7,

This pattern.of sexual,inequajity ihe...lakor force has been
. .

mirrored in piiblic vocational education programs. fn 1976, critics

noted that sex segregationin vocational programs -was severe. For

years, homemaking and consumer leducatfen had teen the almost exclusive .

domain 'of females, while boys have participated in.qaditionally male
_ ,

2 5 1
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jobs in trade aild industry', vocational educatioh programs such as agri-
-

culture and-industrial arts. For example, one national study found 80.

percent of females in vocatiOnal.education enrolled, in, homemaking and

consumer and office. * *, A variety of other studies docuMented that in

the mid-1970's girls were-severely overrepresented 411 traditionally

female vocational Obgrams. These programs, help direct modern young

women into traditional female positions with the corresponding.low

11 'levels of skills, wages,.ane career opportunities.

Win this background in mind, we asked LEAs,about their efforts to

promote sex eqUity,ih v6cational educatio Districts were'asked if
Inv .1.e 'it t--z ,

they had:during the current academic year (19.79-80) expended funds on

. any spatial activities to promote sex eqt.lity in vocational education.,.
. N

Examples of cpecial activities inrluded assemblies, speakers, films, and'

_worksliops.

As Table V-21 indicates, 22 percent of secondary LEAs reported

that they, had expended funds for-sexlquity, At the postsecondary level,

raters were'higher; 40 percent of th distrtctsxeported expending fundi

in this area.

The proportion of diStricts undertaking activities to eliminate sex ster-
,,

lteotyping in Vocational edutation varred-according to site of community.
.

, 2 .

,
.

.

In farge'cit.ies, a majority of. secondary school districts reported carrying

* Bureau of the CenSils, Social Indicators III: Selected Data on Social
Conditions and Trends in the United States, Washington, 1980.

.

** Advisory'Committee on the Rights and Responsibilities of Women,. The-
Vocational Pteparation of Women , Washington, Department of Health,
,EdUcation, and!Welfare, 1975. -



Table V-21

Froportion,of LEAs Expending Fund
Promote Sex Equity,, 1'979430,

Expended. Funds for

Sex Equity

Did Not Expend Funds

SECONDARY.

q

POSTSEViNQARY

22%

78%

- - a

".

40%

60%

100`. 100%

.

Number of Districts = 554' (secondary), 205 (postsecondary,.
`-Data Unavailable 'rom 26 secondary and 6 postsecondary LEAs.

out activities. Almost 60 percent of,districts in these urban areas-

5

- said tbOy had spent funds to promote seX equity. In rural areas, on the

other ha.nd, only 10 percent of the districtsreportedspending money on
.

these activities. As Table V-22 indicates, sex eqdity expenditures in

suburban toWns and middle size cities fell in between these rates for

rural and largeurban'LEAs. In small suburban towns, onej1x6 Of the

LEAs undertook efforts fo attract stydents to non-tradWonal progrSms.

In`middle iz cities, this figure doubled td .over one -third ,of the

school sys ems.'
.

This low level pf effort, irrepresent'ative, suggests that very few.
.

secondary students were exposed to programs aimed: at_eliminating sex

stereotyping. .Thee-quarters of all the districts we studied did not

report any activities. Moreover, when distriCts did undertake activities

253
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O

to promote sex eqdity, the programs ended to .bre modest. For example,.

we asked the districts' which spep money on sex equity to list the ,cost
. - *

'and size of the program. .Half of the school districts Which reported.

/s

expehding funds spent OW 5yets during the academic year. The range

.of'expenditure was wide, drom a low of $,X per year to a high of $60,000..

Table v-g2

'Spending Patterns of Districts of Sex Equity
',By Size of Community

Secondary,.1179-80

-ize of '

Community

Spelt
. 'Funds 'for

Sex Equity'

FUnds
Spent for
Sex EQUitti Total

Number of

XtNTRAL CITIES

. ,

SUBURBAN RING

-ITIESOVER'100,0d0

62%

-.26%

k'

.- 56%

. 43%4

38'

'74

r 44

67'

-.

-'

100%- "

100%.

10%

100%

) 8 2.

1 65 .

. 100,,MIDDLE SIZE CITIES

SMALL SUBURBAN TOWNS

RQRAL TOWNS

16%.
...

,

11%

--BA

89
,.

,100%7.

100%

. .,

,

-91
.

256

'Table V-23 summarizes- the expenditures reported by the secondary

C

227'

r

distriC'ts. As the table indieates,'Ihe distribution of the-districts,is.

relatively even across the differing categdries. All together, the

--expenditures of the districts on sex equity in vocationa] education for

the total' sapTe of '580 secondary districts came to slightly under.

$300',000in 1979-80.

4
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Table V-23

ExPebditures on Sex Equity, 1978-80 *
Secdndayy Level

1 4.

gY

0

'228:t

AVerage
Expenditures
On Dollars)

% of Districts
in Each Category

9

co,

10 150 22,%

151 300 20

-301- - --000 -- 1,000 .

- -
27

- _

1,poo ; 20
.)

5000 60,000 11

100%-

, l :

Number of. D,istricts = 105

4

t7J .
. _ ,

,
*- As noted above, tnreequarter of

the sample did not -'spend any funds on
sex equity' Among districts reportiyq
'expenditurds,'one-sixth were unable to -,

'sUpplti figures as tol the dollars spent.
.

1.?

.i 2
li '. . .. . .

At the postsecondary level, sex eq,uity activities were more 'sub-.
,

stantial. Not only did a larger p oportiort,of LEAs report supporting
.

sex equity activites, but expendit es were substantially higher. The-0-

75; LEAs reported expenditures r girtgyrom $100 to$100,000, with a.

255



0

U

.t

median( expenditure of-S4,800 -- almost ten times the comparable figure

for .secondary LEAs (Table V-24).

Tablet-24

14'

Expenditures .on Sex egOity, 1979-80

-.Postsecondary Level

% of Districts
in Each Category

Average
.Expenditures

Dollars)
.

100 800 22%

800
_ _

.

3,000 19%
_______

3,000 8,000 '21% .__
8,00O .22,000. '23%

[22,000 iamoo 17V,

fON

,,Number of Districts = 75

4

Among. those LEAs that did Appori-programs to promote sex equity,

e
involvement Of students and staff was reasonably broad. Thus, as

displayed in Tables V -25 and V-25, LEAs reported programs involving from

four to 8.400 studehts, with half the secondary LEAs reporting more than

4.0 students participating, and half the.postsecondary'LEAs--reporting
gr

more.than 200 students participating. Staff involvement ranged from one-

I

to 500, with a median'of 10 at both levels. At first glance, medians of

40 secondary students and 10 staff may appear low, but considering.. that

2e

ti
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Table V-25

Total Number of Students Affected by Sex Equity,Programs*
Secondary, 1979-80

071

% of_Distric'ts

Number ofiStudents in Each Cateloory

4

76

151

376

2,001

75 22%

- 150 e20

- 375 22

-- 2,000 23/7

-. 8,000 13

'100%

Number of Districts = 69

4.-1U

-

*Three-quarters of the total sample did not, have any sex equity

expenditures. Among those districts with programs, a full 44
)

Percent (55 districts) were unable to estimate the number of _-

student's invoFied'in the programs. these distriCts were eexcluded

from the calatlations.'

be
.

. Tabl e V-26:

'Total Number of Students Affected by Sex Equity Programs_
Postsecondary, 1979-80

.

c s ,
,

, % Of'Districts. ,

N4mber 'Of Students in Each Category

0.

.

1 69 18%

70 175, 22
4.44

176 + 300. 20
64

302 - 500' "19

501 - 5,-200 . 21..

. . loos%
?

'Number- of Districts = 62

257'
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medilltvocational enrollment for the secondary,sample was Only172,

the figures are not, especially low:.

./ In addition to Asking about activities to promote sex equity, we

askied'districts whether they had changed staffing patterns in order to

-approve the sexual ^balance of programs traditionally'dominated,by one sex.

The proportion'of districts whichshad reassigned teacher'Ws ver;)loW..

As indicate&by Table V-:.27, only five percent of secondary and,20 percent
,

. r

of postsecondary daltricts stated that they had made such'staffing

r.

Table. V-27

Percentage of Districts Uring or Reassigning Staff
In,Order to Rromote- Sex Equity, 1978-80

YES -.

NO

SECONDARY ' POSTSECONDARY'

5%

___
95%-

- fo6% 1.00% . .

.

.

.
.

Number of LgAs" =,545. (secondary), 208 ,(postsecondary)
Data unavailable from 38 secondary and'8 postsetondary LEAs.,

-- ,' ,-.,

1.
A

. .. .f
,f4'

changes. Among,the few school dis;ricts which id reorganize staffing. ,

80%

7patterns, the number of teachers, affected waslow. .ahe majority of
#

OitrietS' had. changes involving one teacher. Ilielargest number of

teachers, involved in -ona..district was six. -All together, for the entire

sample, feWer than 40 female teachers in secondary LEAs were hired or
Ab

reassigned to nqn-tragiitional positions In vocational education. For

231,
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. N;

''''-',secondary'schools, the figure foi- male teac 11ers was even lower, with

,

.... ,
e .

only seven teachers being transferred.to non traditional poiitions in
. .

A
. . .

the 580 districts examined

At the posecondary level, hiring or reassigning' staff to.promote

.-,.':.

sy equity was imre-impressive...One-tif f the LEAs
N

reported they had-

.

--
i

L)

"hired Dr reassigned staff to.m6et sex quity objectives. Thirty '..

:,,

. . . ,,.,

-together,reported hiring 39'fem0e teachers to staff prograw traditionally
. 4

i
, c .- .

taught by men .primarily 4pitechnicaland trade and industrial programs.
W , _

..

Taken-together, these that efforts at the local
., ,

. .

.

t

level to eliminate Ag-Iterettyping-and discrimination in vocational
. .

,
.

,,education are fir
, --from univ sal. Abo t one-fifth of ,secondary two-

offfpostsecondary orted'broanizing special acitivities to

4

...: t
promote this issue. .1his conclusion is corroborated by data reported at ,

, . . -

..

. ,

-the statevel and displayed in the first part of this chapter. Data
-

.

for 15 states sample that state and local agencies did not generally . -...',
, ..

. ,
ee /.

fund programs or services promoting sex equity in vocational education

4. (aside ,ftomthg $50,060 in federal dollars nwhich tey were jequired to

use,fprcreating 'a state level '.()fficeof sex equity co7dinator.for

. vocational'education). 'Funds-for sex equity personnel, displaced.home-
, ': . .

support,
..- - -, ..., .

maker servites, services for women, and day care,services. are,

all proper funding arenas. Oder,Section 120, but most states did, not,

spend any money for these purpbses. ,The states which did expend fund's

usually spent small amounts. None of the states reported spending more

than one-half of one, percent forthese purposes:

259
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Expdnditures of other VEA. funds.; such as Section 130 funds, reveal

'a-similar pattern. Most states do not report spending any funds for

grants to eliminate sex bias, and the few' 'that do report expenditures

report small amounts. The highest level.of spending in those sixteen

states occurred in Illinois, where grants to overcome sex bias consti-
.

tuted 1.6 pernt-of the total budget (COnsisting of two.percent of

federal funds and .66 percent of state and local funds). Only one state
%

spent a .significant amount of federal funds to'avercome.sex bias;

, New York state reported that a19 ost.10 percent of federal funds were

allocated to that purpose.

NaHoUs factors have been proposed'to explain the low .levelf4

effort to promote sex equity 'in vocational education. For example,

during PONVER's site vi its to large cities, individuals repeatedly

. stressed-that it is ficult to.ihterest the majority of girls to'take

courses in :traditionally male programs, and conversely, to attract males'

to traditionally female programs. Oftenscho0 personnel see them-
.

selves as powerless in light of years ,of socialization, family, pres-
41

sures, sex role, models and peeFgroup.pressures, Moreover, as we shall,
. .

t.'see in Chapter Vl. whereas women are crowded irtto training programs _-

where prospective wages are lOw, they are at the same time enrolled in
.

.

.
-,,

.programs for which chances of getting a job quickly and easily are good...

To reduce-sex stereotyping in training carries the Pfsk that those women

who shift over to non` traditional programs will .face,greater,dtfficulty

. ,

'Ifian their peers in traditional programs when entering the work force.
. .
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Other individuals offer different explanations. Some criticize

schools for making half hefted efforts. Open enrollment policies

are not enough, claim some individuals, but must be'accompanied by a

supportive envirormient and counseling. Some publications cite research

indicating that females. ln non-traditional *grams have a lower drop

out rate when the program is accompanied by guidance and counseling.*:

'In short, these survey results and analyses of enrollment data

indicate the sex inequality"in vocational educELlon,programs continues

to be a-- serious problem. Despite federal legislation, most female

vocational students continue to face serious hurdles to obtaining hip

quality training and occupational opportunities. At the same time

federally supported programs to promote sex equity have been given

little support at the state level and ha;re reached a relatively small

-number of LEAs.

D. Furies Coordination: CETA and VEA
.

,

One of the concerns in the 1976 reauthorization of the federal

MS.

.

Vocational Education Act.was developing stronger ties between vocational '"

'education agen,cies and other agencies with similar purposes, especially',

those receviig federal funds throughother federally suprOrted program

PriMary attention concentrated on CETA.
*./ °'

* Looney, Ginny", The Unfulfilled ProMise of Vocational Education,
Atlantt Georgia, 1980.

x,261
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The lackof coordination between*CETA and vocational education

/
establishments was frequently

,

discussed in hearings conderning reauthor-

ization, Many persons testified to striking examplgs of poor'commun-

icatidn and duplication of services. CETA and vocational education were

accused ofengaging id the same task, in the same city,"and-aimed at the

same pool of 'individuals, without any interagency coordination. Critics

noted that vocational education and CETA-hive-different,ut very comp-
.

leMentary approaches for the same.goal. Vocations' education ip public

schools provides studentt with general ,educition training, with atten-

tionto students' basic -skills. This attention to students' general

educational needs has many advantages and may improve the students' long

term occupational prognosis. The quality of vocational training, how-
..

ever, especially in. the comprehensive high schools, has been the Subject-
,

of much criticism. The programS are seen as not sufficiently in- depth, -c-i;n

, i
-1'acking.in."116nds-on" training, and with poor connections to the world , ;,

.

.

, of'work.

By contrast, CETA places trainees in occupational settingS. CETA

participants are given actual work experience and receive piYMent for

their work: In contrast to vocational education pitgrams, however, CETA

provides no'general academic training. Should the student's CETA post--
A a

-tion fail to lead to a permanantiosition, and inthe student lacks

basic academic skills, the CETA program may be of limited4lue in

aiding the-indivdual to secure entry to a promising Occupational arena.

Uith similar goals', similar populations, and complementarY'4Woaches,

t

62.
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it was thought th7t.CETA and yocationai education agencies had a strong

basis for better ties. Numerous examples of poor plahnind, disorgan-

ization, and wastefulness were cited. For example, in Los Angeles,

California, CETA and public school vocational education programs oper-

ated across the street from ane another, both operating undersized

classes, while in other parts of the city,large numbers of people were

not sulted. .

_Responding to this criticism, the 1976 Vocational' Education' Act

required that vocational education agencies undertake todrdinEtion with

CETA. In particular, it required that the state plans for vocational

education discuss the ways in which voca"tal education program;s. would

be...integrated with,CETA'programs. States are required to

set out criteria which have been developed for.
.00rdinatilg-manpower training programs conducted
by prime sponsors estabVished Linder the Comore-

..
hensive Employment and Training Act of 1973 with
vocational education proJgrams as.,isted under this
Act and for coordinating such vocational education
prograt with such man'power training programs.
(P.L. 9117482, Section 107(b)(5)).

In addition, CETA'legislation mandated inter-agency.coordination.

The "prime sponsor" (th'e funding agency for CETA, typically. a county)'

I

was to'includ'e secondary and postsecondary institutions in its work. In%

Certain programs, CETA prime sponsors are directed to proVide funds -to

public schoOl programs. .-Fdr example, '22 percent of CETA prime sponsor's
111,

.budget from the'Youth Employment Demonstration Proje ;t Act (YrDPA) is to

be spent on programs fdr in-sOdol'youth.: .As'a pri rye sponsor' m{0t.be

IY
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, responsible for an4area which includes'several school districts, not

every district may.receive funds. It was clearly.Congt:ets' intent,

however, that-CSTA and vocational education would coordinate in devel-

oping prOgrams-and services for in-SChol youth.

our research, we attempted a limited assessment of coordination,

between CETA and vocational 'ibduqation. Part of our reseerc;.on this

issue relied on site visitsto seven large citiaitand'interviek with a
6. -

few CETA Officials. The results of these site visits are discussed

separately. we report the findings of-the survey, which concen:- .

trated on LEAs' use of-federal funds other than VEA for supporting
I

vocational _educating. First, we asked the LEAs if they had received any

funds authorized by CETA*in 197849. As. Table V-28 indicates, 40 per- 116-,

Pent of-the Secondary and 60 percent of the postsecondary LEAS received

. .

CETA funds. Larger LEAs were much -more likely to be receiving CETA
.

Table V=28

Proportion bf DiSttcts Reteiving CETA Funds, 1978-79

SECONDARY POSTSECONDARY

. Received CETA.Funds

_,

40%
c

7.7%

. Did Not.Rece v CETA fundg. 60 23'

100% 100%

Number of LEAs =.551 (secondary) -and 210 (postsecondary)..
Data unavailable from 24.secorldary and 1 postsecondary'LEAs.

funds. As displayed in Table V-29, 74 percent of the secondary LtAs

serving cities with populations-over 106,000,pers-ons and seven.tentral

4
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-.:ties reported receiving CETA i'unds On the other hand less than -30

percent of rural communities and only 33 percent of small subtirban towns .

C received CETA funds. AmOng secondary LEA, the amount of funds ranged

:from ,a5 little as*$300 in two school districts to almost $25 million in

the largest scool systems. For half of the secondary districts, the

apount of CETA fads received vies less than $28,000 per year. Approx-

imately t hree-quarters of the secondary districts received less than

SI0,t00. For most 'postsecondary LEAs, CET gr'..ants were somewhat larger,Ir

ranging from $900 to over $5 million. The median grant totaled S37,'000

three times the comparable secondary figure, and a third of the post,

secondary LEAs received more than 8100;000 in CFA funds.

The nufber of school systef;sceiving funds for in- school youth

under the Youth Employment Demonstration Act-(YEDPA) was smaller. Only

, . o
13 percent of the secondary school systems and 13 percent of post-

\'

Secondary schools systems reported obtaining funds from CETA for-th)s

purpose (Table V-30). As Table V-31 indicates,, the-proportion of

secondary schools receiyilg funds varied by strata, School' systems in

. urban areas Were more likely to receive -funds than districts in rural

areas. For example, 42 percent of larger cities received funds under
.k .

YEDPA, while only six percent of rural districts received YEDPA funds.

I:. As.a.rule,'YEIIPA grants were quite small. The amount of total

,

YEDPA fuWds received by the secondary LEAs rangedfrom- $700 to $5.25

million, but half. the LEAs received $30,000 or less. In three-quarters

of the secondary LEAs, YEDPAfunds did not exceed $125,000 per year.
.,.

. Postsecobdaryjunds for YEDPA ranged.from $2,000 to $1..2 million. Half.
,

4
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Size of
Community

Table V-29

Percentage of LEAs Receiving CETA'Funds
By Size of Community

, Secondary Level Ortly

Received Did'Not
CETA Funds Receive Total %

Numbfr of
Districts

CENTRAL CITIES 88% . 12° 100% 8

SUBURBAN RING 54% 40 100% '. . 63

CITIES.OVER 100,000 74% 26' 100% .. '23

MIDDLE SIZE CITIES ,60% 46
i

1Q0%
.

110,

SMALL SUBURBAN TOWNS ,33% 67 .100% i 91

.
,

RURAL TOWNS , 29% . 71 *, 100% 1 . 255

TOTAL 40% . 60 . 100% 550*
.

.

*Figures. unavailable from 30 districts.

t

of the 34 LEAsVeceiving YEDPA funds reported grants of less than $50,000.-

The number of students, pafticipating,in these in-school YEDPA funded

programs ranged' from one to 2,600,..but for half the districts, the.

number of-students enrolled in the program was60 Or less: All tog-

ether; 8,200 secondary and 4,093 postsecondary.studentt participated in

the prograit, among the 791 .school.districts in our sample.
.

1

"The survey also asked LEAs to report the amount of YEDPA funds .

spent on vocational education as opposed to other,programs or services./

Of the 73 secondary districts receiving YEDPA funds, fewer than 50. could

OStimate the proportions spent for Vocational education,. Of th4e;

abouttWo-thirds.stated that 100 percent_of'YEDPAfunds were spentfor

.239"
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Table V-30

Percentage. of LEAs Receivi.ng

-Youth EmployMent Demonstration Project Act Funds from CETA
1978-79

Received YEDPA Funds

Dit Not RecOveYEOPA'Funds

,

SECONDARY POSTSECONDARY

13%

87'

18%

82

100% 100%

Number of LEAs = 548 (secondary) and 203 (postsecondary).

r .0.
ir

A

Table V-31 ti
-

Percentage of Districts Receiving
Yolth Employment Demonstration Project Act Funds' from CETA

By .Size of Community

Secondary Leyel Only 11

Size-of
Communit

Received
Funds

Did Not
Receive
Funds

.

Total %*
Number of
-[listricts

CENTRAL CITIES

SUBURBAR RING

75%

0-

15%

-25

85

106%

A,100%

g'

-

65

CITIES OVER 100,000 30% 70 100% --b.

MIDDLE SIZE CITIES 23% . 87 . ,100% 99

t .
.

SMALL SUBURBANTOWNS. 11% - .89 100% 91

.. .

RURAL TOWNS 7%' 93. 9 4 00% 252

1r
TOTAL

w
13% - 87 100% 548'"

4°Figures may not tota1:100%.due to rounding.
**Data 'unavailable for 32 districts:
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'vrationalseducation. ,Among postsecondary LEAs,' half reported spending

f- 100 percent of the-grant on vocational edOcation. A few districts de-
.

voted considerably les money to vocational education. For example, 15

percent of secondary districts With YEDPA funds reported that less than,.

half of their CETA-YEDPA funds were used for vocational education.
. .

While few districts reported receiving funds, it appears that once

received, the majority did dffict YEDPA to vocational education. This

conclusion is a tentative one, however, as the small number of districts
A 4

reporting YEDPA funds raises questionsis-to the stability of the findings:
0

The lurvey also examined expenditures for vocational'education from

funds under the GovernorsSpecial Grant for Vocational Education. At

the secondary level, the number of -school.systems receiving funds was
4

quite low. Only three Orcent of the secondary LEAs reported receiving

such funds during the 1978-79 school year. The amount o1 funds received

ranged from $900 to slightly over $6004900, with a Median of.*5,000.

For postsecondary institutions,. however-(the pr portion was higher.

Over one-fifth of these districts repOrted redei g CETA funds through

the Governor's Special Grant for Vocational Education. The amount of

funding in these LEAs ranged from $355 to $400,000. The median grant

was approximately $49,000, a figure comparab the typical grant to

secondary LEAS.

To summarize, these findihgs suggest-that a relatively small number

of LEAs use,CETA funds fOr,voqtional education. Only one-third of the

secondary LEAs received CETA funds, and a substantially smaller number,

1

ft

2'6.8
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13 percent, received funds through*the 22 percent allocation of YEDPA.

The number of LEAs receiving YEDPA funds is surprisingly low. There are

a npmbr of possible explanations. Prime sponsors could be targeting

these funds to a small nuMber of distriCts in order that they.have the

greatest impact. Or, vocational programs in distrths we studied could

be receiving funds but be.unaware of it. Another possibility i5 that

prime sponsors may be using Y.EDPiA funds in/As for educational purposes
A

other than vocational education. Other research beinglconducted

on the CETA-vocattbn-al education linkage may suggest other explanations.

)E. Funds bistributlitp:UnCier Contracts to Private Agencies

The Vocational Education Act authorizes publicschools to utilize

federal fundS to provide vocational eiViciFation within private schools.

However, these arrangements are subject to certain conditions. Federal

legislation states...thatvocational education contracting wit.K private

institutions must further the objectives of the state plan.An addition,

legislation states that contracting may be authorized when private

institutions can provide equivalent training at a lesser cost or provide

equi'pment and services no available within public insituttgns. the

law authorizes' funds .fthe

provision of vocational training through arrangemptc
with private vocational training institutions where
such priVate institutions can.make a significant
contribution to attaining the objectives of the
State plan; and can.provide substaptially equivalent
training ,at lesser cost; or can provide equipment or
Services not available in public institutions...
(Section 122(6)(7) (20 U.S.C..,1262#6)(7)),

4
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In instituting'this *vision, the Committee o,n Education and Labor

stated that administrative difficulties led then to.assign a voluntary
.

. ,. . : . .

Tether than mandatory status to the practice. Nonetheless, it, was the

Committee's intention that private vocational institutions be utilized

to the maximum degreefe,asible:

is the intention of the committee that the
maximum.feasible use be made of existing private
capabilities in this field, in order that available
funds may best be used toexpand course offeringA.;

'provide training opportunities for more students
and reducedcosts. In short, the committee desires
to.expand high quality vocational opportunities
without regard o whether they are made available
through public private facilities...

between public and private schools have been reported to

'offer several advailtages. With contracting, funds may be utilized more

'efftliptly, by avoiding duplication of facilities andsfaff. Contracts

with private institutions increase.the breadth of publid school voca-

tioAl training. Contracting algo prov)des schools with the flexibility
.

to experiment with new vocational prOgrams without making a large in-

Contracts

4 vestment.

Disadvantages of placing public school students in pri-vate insti-

tutions by contracting have als5.been noted. Some question the quality

if some private vocational trainin2nstitu ions. While many private

schopls are recognized as'offering /programs, others are seen as

poorly organized, "fly-by-night" operations: ;Proprietary institutions

111, have beeh criticized for luring students in under::false.advertising,

.providing poor training programs, and', failing to coordinate training
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levels with labor market needs.

Although Congressdid explicitly permit the utilization of federal

vocational education funds for contracts tvith private isstitutions,

implementationfof this goal his not been systehtically examined.

Indeed, individuals within proprietary schools have complained bitterly

about the lack of. public and privateCobrdination in occupational `train-
.

ing. They tate, that public schools look askance at propri tart'

tutiors and refuse to consider contracting. One study did exa dne state

and federal regulations, on this topic.* The research, done in 1975,

investigated state and local regulations concerning contracting with .

private vocational instruction. The study found only a small number of

states clearly authorized both the state and the LEA toenter into

contracts. Some states allOwed the state board to contract, but forbade

the LEA from entering the agreement. Other states were ambiguous on the

matter, and a few states clearly did not, allow contracts. Vhile this

study examined status ana regulations concerning contratting,..it did not

t

examine the actual levels of contracting undertaken. In our research,

,

we asked secondary LEAs if they undertook contracts in vocational

edue'ation'and the size and scope of these contracts.**

. tie found relatively low levels of contracting between private

.agencies and public schools. Only seven percent of the districts /e-

.

* Gaffney, Michael, Laura Medina:and Robert J. Harper, A National Study
of State and Vocational Training Sources for Vocational InstrOction .

Washington, Educational Testing Service, 1978.

**Discussions with'state directors, who reviewed the survey instruments,
jndiEated:private contracting, insofar as it was. practiced at all, was
confined mainly to the secondar:ylevel. Consequently,'toAihimize'data
'burden, the contracting questions Were eliminated from the postsecondary
questionNire.

271
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ported engaging in contracts with non-public schoblt (Table V-32). While

ti participation levelwas generally quite low, urban and suburban

school districts did have somewhat higher levelS of contractual agrde-
.

ments. For example, of the 77 districts in our sample located in large

0
cities or the-suburban ring of large cities, 21 percent. reported en--\,
gaging in contracts with private schools. Among rural communities, with

.

less than 10,000 inhabitants, only. three percent', of districts contracted

with private schools. All together, only 32 districts in,Our sample

reported undertaking contracts for ydtationa education with private

schools.

. This small number of districts reporting contracting with private

Table V-32 .

Size of
Carmunit

1

Proportion of Districts Contracting With
Private Agencies for Vocational Educationl

By Size of Community

Did Did Not
Contract Contract

.Number of
Total % Districtse

CENTRAL CITIES .29%- 71 100% - 7:

SUBURBAN RING 16% . 84 100%,

,

CITIES OVER .100,600 30% , 70 '100% '20,

,

MIDDLE SIZE CITIES 7% . 93 .100% :99.

f, _IL., - . ,
SMALL SUBURBAN TOWNS

`..-4- .

Z.% - ,
,
93 100% 87

r
.

RURAL TOWNS '3t 97... 100% 266

TOTAL
4

.7% , 93 '100% 535*

*Data unavailable from 49 districts, inClunng 45 districts in Massl-
chusetts.which were not asked'thisquestron, as Messachusetts state
regulations, do not allow" this type of contractual arrangement.

245
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'schools cannot, of course, provide a representatvie picture of public'

private contracting in the nation, It is interesting, hoWever, to

examine the other information which we collected on this.to'Pic. The

contracts With private agenci'e's appear to be .very limited. For example,,

,50 percent-of-the contracts with private agencies. ware for a sum less tham.

$8,500. Three-quarters.of the contracts were for amounts under $26,000. '.

As Table'V-33 indicat6d, the range of expenditures was 'from $550 to-$200,00G.

In only -a few4districts,'howevbr) did expenditures-wjth private agencies

total .gore than' $50,000.

Enrollment under private contracts was also qute low. The majority

of contracts include fewer than 50 students and unehalfof the programs.

enrolled fewer. than 25 students: The contracts did show variation, with

districts reporting anywhers'between two.and 911 of their students with-

, contracts placed approximately 2,500 students in private ageccies The

cost per student of providing this vAational.trafning varied from $55

to-$1,030 per student. The average cost per student experienCed by the

districts, however, was $f05.

,Thus; we found relatively few districts, few stunts, and few

dollarS being placed in contractual arrangements with private schools..
0

These results corroborate our other findings on contracting, (described

in-.a forthcoming RONVER report). Contracting with private agencies
.

appears to remain at, relatively low evels, with only a limited number
. ,

of districts carrYinithroup Congressional wishes. At this point, we

are unable to estimate the causes and consequences of this pattern. :Some
,

. t
.

Public school administrathrs report that.con:tractinu with private agencies
. . , -

x,
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is pot feasible due to state and-local regulations, .thelack of avail,

able facilities, or the relatively high cost of privateschool vocational
.

. . .

training. Proprietary school owners complain, on the ,other hand, that

their facilities are-undertised and that public schools are unwilling to

cOnsider coordination-with the private sector.

It iS noteworthy that Oigtrict5 report engaging in, contracts with
a... ,

other public school districts at rates sfgnificantly^hIgiger than _with
'

,
.1

the private sector. Almost one7hal,f of the' 'districts reported contracting

withime or more other districts in 197a-7.9. The enrollMent under these
.$

-contracts ranged from one student to over 30,000 with the median enrollment

being 43 students. ..Contracting with other distrtcts occurred in the-
,

,,-

majorityOf districts, in small and medium size'cities in metropblitan\ 4 ') ',

areas. st districts in centralcitimbn the other hand, did not
. .

report undertAking contracts with otherddistricES.

p-

4

/-

-,.

. s-

*. In all probability,, these" c4tracts WW1 othel':,diAtrtcts reduced:
..,,-

duplicafion, increase4 coordination of Prkighms,.anCexpanded a district's
offerings in vocationareducation. Unfortunately, we were.nq able to
collect furtfier informhtionon these and otherrelated to*s.-.

q.

"" ,

./.

.
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Table V-33: A

Size of Contracts Between Public and
Private Agencies in Vocational Education

Secondary Level

EXPENDITURES . ENROAMENT
Payment to Private Cumulative Number of .Total Enrollment Cumulative Number of
Agency in Dollars Percent Districts Private Agency Percent- Districts

ir

0

2,501

..,*
40:001

- 2,500 , ZO% ,6.

-6,000' ., 41%, 6.

= 15,006. 56% 6

7' 40,000 81% 7

7.20q,000 100%
7

e

- - 32

..

- '5 .21%. 7 ,

- ., 18 41%

- 30 65%

- 100 82%.

, 0

.-.-..

. 6

19

-31

7-

8

6

101.- 1,000 7100% 6

.0 4.
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Recapitulation of Survey Highti'ghts

In the second half of this chapter we have covered a great deal

of mate>a in detail. Accordingly, we offer here a restatement,of what

we regard as key points in the analysis of special topics in funds

distribution.

- Twenty percent of secondary and three percent df postsecondary re-
spondents reported that their total budget,' including VEA funds, was
'usedto maintain'existing 'programs.

- Thirty-eight percent of secondary and 48 percent of postsecondary LEAs
reported using at least seven per:cent of their- total budget to improve
6programs.

-Abut one - fourth of the secondary respondent and one-half of the
postsecondary respondents reported making pro ram changes -7. either
addthg, expanding, reducing, or discontinuing rograms fh FV4 1979.

249

' -Sixty-four percent of secondary LEAs said they had handicapped studInts
mainstreamed in regular vocational programs,.but only 22 percent of All
secondary respondents said they incurred excess costs for mainstreamed ')
students-. Twenty-two percent said they incurred excess Costs,for hand-
icapped students enrolled. in special programs.

-E ighty percent of-ostsecondary LEAs repoaed having handicapped students.
matnstreamedA regu.ilr vocational program Thirty-seyen percent
said they incurred excess costs for mainstreamed students, and 29'percent
reported excess costs for handicapped student in special programs.

:0ver 70 percent of secondary and90 percent of postsecondary LEAs had
disadvantaged students participating in regualr vocational programs,
but only g3 percent and 42 percent, respectively, incurred excess costs
for these studenti.

,
. . .-Seventeen-*Percent ofsecondary and 50 percent_of pos'tsecondary.LEAs.

-.
said they had vocational education students with- limited English pro-
ficiency, but only four percent and 20.pertent, resPectiveTy, said) hey

_incurred excess costs.fOr kese students..
:' ..- -_ .

4,.-In.half the secondarY.LEAs incurring eRCest.costs, total federal.assis-

\
VII tanCe to'coVer these costs was- less than' $3,550 for mainstreamed handi-

capped students, lesi than $6,000 for MaMnstreame. d disadvantaged students,
.,

lei than $x1.000 for handicapped students in specie programs, less than.
$15,000 for disadvantaged' itudentsin,spetial programs, and-less than. .

.a

*



*$5,500 for students with.liMited English proficiency.. Comparable fig-
uresfor postsecondary were typjca9ly two to three timek hi her.

"-,-

Tw 8 It . -4-0-pereant-o-f-postsecon ry-LEAs-7--

reported spendin fUncB to'promote sex equity. In half of the a secondary
LEAs, expenditures' amounted to less than 5500; in half .the post-
secondary LEAs, expenditures were less than $4,800.

-Five percent* the secondary and 20 percent of the postsecondary LEAs
said they had 51red (5-r- reassigned teachers .to promote sex equity..

1

SUMOARY OBWERVTIONS.

o

Some readers of this chaptermay conc).14 that local'agencOes leave

,done far too little to comply with Congressional intent toward reform

of ;:tdcational Llucation. On the other side, it may be noted that what

Cong:ress appeared toeant.i5 1976 is somewhat difficult fors teachers

and administrators to provide. School wprkshops, just like workshops,

-in pr*vate industry, are often tines dangerous places, especially for people

who have physical handicaps and espetially if trainees are prepared to 1

-,

use tools .as weapons, as some would claia4lisadyantaged student may be. .-

To .introduce handicapped and disadva?ed persons into a training

workshop, likely pervaded 'with working clan attitudes and values;

is a feat of no mean 'proportions, just dsis the illacing'of women into

* 60n-traditional prograMs. Additionally, the vocational education .

4 .. .. .
-community xides` 1)..se1,31,0 fq,pIacealent rate acid enruLlmeg of members

. (
..,

-'6f target populations may be'seen as posing a threat tO.maintainiik a

Superfoi: plademe4t record.
. . . - .

.

..

. Having said these things we still regard the analysis .0 the fune-'
,

.tionaLdistributilin'of VOcational7education funds to 'reveal avery low
. . . 0

250-
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and disappointing degree of compliance with Congressional intent,

If Congress continues to hold ite objectives for vocational educatiofr

that yt -Veld in 1976-77" other objectives similarly difficult to achieve
. .

, . .
then -it would 'Seem to need ;to do. one or the other of two tnings:

..,

(1) thinkrmuch harder about hoW to manipulate the incentive structures

of local agencies or (2) appropriate substantially mort Federal dollars

-
for occupational training.

4
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. apter,VII

Program Participation and PrOgram Offeri gs.
J

I

In the 1976Amendments to the Vocational Education Act, Congress

declared that, among other dims, the purpose of federal,grants for
4

vocational education is to assist states

1

...so that persons of all ages in all communities I
of the-State, those in high school, 'those who have
completedor discontinued their formal education
arid are preparing to enter the labor market, those
who have klready .e_atered the labor market, but need
to upgradditheir-Ikills or learn new ones, those
with special education handicaps, and those in pot-
secondary schools, will have ready access to vocar
tional-training r retrainingNhich is of high ,

quality, which is realistic in the Mght of actual
or anticipated opportunities fAr gainful emolument,
and which is suitedto their needs,interests, and '

ability to benefit. from such training'. .

(P.L. 94-482,-Section 101.)' ,

-

Analyzing data from ten states, in this chapter we examine who is served

by vocational education-and what they are'offered., In Section I, we look

. .

at the participation of, secondary' studentg, posiseVary studenfs,4and

adults. 'We describe enrollments,by race

---tion-ofhandicapped and disadvantaged st

and sex, as well as the `participar_.

udenissinCludjng those

with limited Engl,is f profici enCy. In Section II, in 4 smaller number

stateS,^we examine diffei.erices in program quality affd the charactdristics

of 'students in high and low quality programs.

.r 4'4 f .
. i

. ,. .. ,

I.. Who is Seared by:Vocational EdUcatigg
.

, ,A, P.artidiOation by Level of 'Program. 'The Vocational Education
iol. .. k .

Dat4:System (VEDS) continued the practice of distylguishing among three
.. . , . - . ., -

.. , , . .
.

dilferenti6Oes'of enr6lItent --secondary,-Postseccind4ry,7,and-aduOt, .

-, - .....,.
-....-17-

- t.
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fdentifyingsecondary, students is fairly straightforward.'"States

report vocational education enrollments.6 grades eleven and twelve.

and enrollments below grade eleven; the latter typically are, limited

to grades and tenbpt..may ialude some lower grades in a f &w states.

Postsecondary:students are those enrolled in vocational programs that earn
,

.

vcredit toward an Associate degree. Other students enrolled in non-degree\ _

vocational programs or Pursuing a.ceqtiiicate or license are considered

adults. Further, VEDSas-ks states to report separately long-termPadults,

students enrolledin programs requiring at least 500 cohtact hours
.

.

-of preparation; and short-term adults enrolled inprograms requiring
l?

. fewer than contact:hours.'
.

.
.

.,

Table VII1 displays the distribution of enrollments among these
it. .t .

lirious types of programs in the ten states selected for study.,
. 1 a

_.- econdary. students account for as little as 47 percent of all voca-
. 04.

-i tional students-in Colorado and Oklahoma toat mucbi as 85 percent

.in. MassachUsetts and.New Hainpthire. Much of the enrollment below
. , .

i_...L.), grader eleven consists of consume' and homemaking. education, industrial
.

.

arts, -and pre-vocational prOgramS. If only:enrollments tr.', grades
. .

eleven and twel ye, are considered' at the secondary laver,- the secondary ..

- .

share of Vocational education ranges from 22 percent in North Carolina
. .

to 81 percent in.Massachusetts'.

. , ie Postsecondary share ranges from zero in Sobth Dakota, where

.
.

. .

116

non - secondary vocational education students are considered.adults,.
a

to 2a percent -WI Cififornia." Typically, short-term adOts

'.nuinher".long-term ;adults; and the two categor4es together account

for as little, as two- percent of total enrollments in New HOPAre
1 A

much as,45 percent, n North Carolina..

4
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CALIFORNIA Y

COLORADO

FLORIDA

ILLINOIS

.KANSAS

OKLAHOMA

PENNSYLVANIA

SOUTH DAKOTA

TEXAS

UTAK-

U.$ Total

ra,

ftt

Table VII-1

....

Distribution-d. Vocational Education Students
_By Secondary, Postsecondary, and Adult Programs

FY 1979.

SECONDARY ,

11-12Below Grade 11 Grades'

19.0"

13.6

38.6.

31:2.

32.7

33.9

21.5 -

38.1,

23.9 33.5

25.0 21.7

18.5 41.0

- 40,3

29.8 ,23.6,

38.0
.

. - 29.0 31.E6

POSTSECONDARY

)h.o .

13.2

05.5

17..8

. ) 08.4 i;

19.8,

-09.9 ' .

- .00',0-,

14.4 .

22.6

11.4

.

..

Long-term
:ADULT. . .. TOTAL. NO".

S-Fort-term'

.1/869;684

. 145,732'

10.2

18A

: 10,0

.20.1

\

08.7

04.5
.

.12.4

02.2

---04,O

10.'6.

04.7

00',9 .

25.8

18.8

. 21.9

31.4

26.E

10.6'

.27.5

02:6

22.3

.

; -

1.052,424

1- 802,10t
..

all 1;598

'202,973

441,687

28;801

.1`,0*1:022:

851;192.

16,82T4734

.10



B. Enrollments by Rade and Sex

Tables .VII-2 and VII-3 display the race --and sex compositions of

-vocational education in secondary and postsecondary pr:ograms. Because

255

of lerge.female enrollments in consumer anti homemakin ucation and

iii business and office,programs, girls typically numb boys in

secondary vocational education. In postsecondary programs, however,

the. Teverse.ismore oftentrde.

t.t..A

Nylitic.--ty rep entation in Vocation.' education varies greatly

. among the states( reflecting largely tie differences among states-in

the prop&tion-that minorities represent of the total population. Because

of such differences, interstate comparisons, of minority representation
0

.a%

.'Cannot rely on simple proportions.' Rather it is necessary to compare

J ,

minority representation in vocational education relative to mi ority
, .

1
. ,

_
,-... .

.

representation in the population as "a whole.
..... ,

,

,

l'o pera-i*such_anla-lisis, me_constructed. an index of propOrtionate

representation. For the secondary level, this index is the pereniage

1
,

).--- .of a pacticular minority. group enrolled in vocational education divided

by 'the. of; that group enrolled
,

in grades nine to twelve-.

. --
For-example, if black students constitute 1.0 percent of student's

t. , ,
.,

. _f_t_L 0.00.

enrolled in .vocat Al education And 15 percenr of all, studentS. ,

-:
.

,

{.

')

-

enrolled in grades. ine to twelve, then the" index.of,proportionat

.., ir.

representation equals.67-(10 4. 15). .011 thelherrhand,if black

students constitute ten percent ofrvocational enrollments but elgb percent
....... ,

,, /
.

of:secondary'enrollments, the would equal' 1:25 (10. f8)...ConseciOehtly,
. ...

., : ,

,-- .

relative to' proportions in the: lar4er
1

student bOdy, a score of Iess.than . ,

, .4_ ,..

___
... ,

.



Table

Distribution by Race ,and Sex of Students Enrolled in Vocational, Educatinstn ,
SeCondary, FY 1979 .

0

% %

MALE 'FEMALE. .0 ... CALIFORNIA 1 . 45.2 54,8

COLORADO 42.5 57.5

FLORIDA 41.7 58.3

ILLIPOIS .49.7 50.3

KANSAS 40:7. 59.3

OKLAHOMA N.A. N.A.

PENNSYLVANIA 40A 59.1

SOUTH DAKOTA 68.0: 32.1

TEXAS' 67.6 32,4

: UTAH 49.3 ',50.7 1.0

2

, 28 ` ,

ot

% NATIVE % % ASIAN % %
AMERICAN BLACK , AMERTCAN HISPANIC WITE

t6 10.2 3,7 ,
18.6. , 67.0

1.0 4,.3 .7 14.6 679.4

..2 20.0

.1 17.1

1.4 8.7

8.3 7.4

.2 '1Q.3

3,2 -.1

10.9.

.13

.

1.0' 8.4

/ 6 _3.5

.7- 2.2

.

6 ,/\ .9

.2 4 .6

.2 .
.i.

.1 1.5.7 .

.7 - 2.2

70.1

78,7
_

87.0

.82'.8-

88.5

Y6-.? .7
, 1

73.2'

95.8,

1

dr.

API



Table,. VII-3 `

Distribution by Race and Sei of Students Enrolled in Vocational Educati6n
- .Postsecondary,- FY 1979

-
% % NATIVE %

FEMALE- °AMERICAN BLACK AMERICAN '- HISPANIC WHITE
%- ;MALE.

CALIFORNIA 52.1
. . ...

.... ,. COLORADO 56.8
.,
.''FLORIDA' . 4 . 46.7

-..
. . .

, ILLINOIS 47.3.
4 "

--KANSAS 45.0

ENNSYLVANIA 49.1

SOUTH fiAKOTA 63.7

UTAH .6g.0 1.9

f:

47.9
.

43.2
;

. 53.3-
- i .

521.7

55.01%

50.9

S 'Y

36.3

35.0

: a
1.1

1 A-

- '..4-

. -.4

.7

.2,

-, -2:7'

-,) s

.

'
...

".

9.1 .

517.
:-.

)6.1

16.2

3.3 -
$

11...5

.1

.

.

1I''

4.8

1.5

.,1.2

.

10.1

8.1.
, ,

.
7.3

2.7
....,

1-6

. 74,8

r 83.6

75.4

79.5
'$

93.5

:,,:'

.l.Q'
.6

.3' .2 -

87.1

2.8

e -

s



.

one orr this index indicates underrepresentation in vocational education;

. . *
a score greater than one indicated overrepresentation.

14 ,

ti

.Table VII-4 displays scores.on this index for secondary programs.

zGenerally, in states where a particular minority group represenis a

_significant Rortion of the total population, say wore than three

percent, the group is either' underrepresented or proportionately

represented: There is only one case of significant overrepresentation,

occurring in.Florida for Hispanics (a "score of 1.17). Interestingly,

in the five states where black students comprise more than 10 percent
-

LJU

ti

of the general student'body California, Florida, Illinois, Pennsylvania,

and Texas -- black students are underrepresented in vocational education

-.(scores of .85, .96, .72, .82, and .71, respectively).

.

This pattern changesilsopethat if enrollment's,are examined by

size of LEA.:, Table-VII-5 summarizes Sdores for. the largest cities
,

. - .

in the ten states; and Table VI,I-6 displays scores for these states'
, .

rural LEAs. ,Black students are boverrepresented iiIVcational edudation

. . . .

';in Los Angeles, Denver, agd,Topeka.
,

At the same ttme-,'Whites are
, ..,

. . .. .

.

s igni fi can tl y ,pverrepresented fn -Ciitcado%, ,F1,14ff.a.ifT and Salt Lake City.:
* :

- In rural areas, blacks.and HtspanicsStUderiti.gent re underrepresented
e 1

. . ..
4%

.

..- " n
in-Vbtat4onal education. .. ._

.
. .

Turning to the postsecondary.level, the picture changes (Table .VII-7)..
. .

0
. f'

In most stateswith'sigilificanyumbe of black stUtents; blacks are

overrepresented ijr vocational education. As a rule, ff areare also
°

oveirepresented, and the pattern of higher participation by males-holds
O A .

..,"Across racial and ettnric lines.
.

!', r The index forseprestntatioh by sex was computed in_the samb fashion.
However, lacking data on the actual representation Of.women in the larger
population, we assumed 50 percent-and used this%figure in the denominator.

286.
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Table VII -4

- Index of Re'presetaion by Race and-Sex of Students Enrolled in Vocational Education

Secondary, FY 1979
,

o

CALIFORNIA 4'

4,
5.0LORADO

.°

I . FLORIDA .

4 (11:LINO'S \

KANSAS .."

OKALHDMA -,A, , ., ..'
.0

PENNSYLVANIA

---. SOUTH DAKOTA

TEXAS .

7.

4

% % NATIVE , % 1 ASIAN . .%
;%

MALE FEMALE AMERICAN BLACK ,AMERICAN HISPANIC WHITE

.90 1.10 .62 t- , .8.5' -482 °. .94 1.06'

' :. N

.,85 '1. -15 1.74. , 1.02 '.71---1 1.01 . .99

. . . 11

. ..83 _1,.17 .86 .96
..

1.34 'I 1 `.17
.:92,.,

... ....
%

li .99 1.p1 '.44' .'..72 , .82 .. 1 :13;64

.
.

81 1.19 1.38 '..98. , , .98 ; ,,83 ,1.00
,

.
. N.A. N'.fi. ,.81 .78 '1.00 .6) a l'.05

* r
.

;82 .1.18 .63 .82 . .50 :64 , -1.03
,-.

.64 ' c .69 .2$'
'31

, 0 ...,

.12 ' = 1.04.1.36
---,

1.35 .65 .1.1B N. .71 .. .63 ..1.4,
%. ..13

.99. 1.al .65 - -67 . .80' 574. 1.03UTAH

287
0

4
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Table VII-5

'Index of Representation by Race of Students Enrolled

In Vocational Educ'ation in. 'the State's Largest City

Secondary, FY 1979 .

LOS-7ANGELES
1,

DENVER

MIAMI-DADE
. .

..,
CHICAGO.

TOPEKA

OKOHOMA CITY

NATIVE
AMERICAN

..

BLACK

ASIAN
AMERICAN HISPANIC WHITE

..46 ,

. 1.15

.

1.86

-,69

2.20''

1.00

1,27

1.27
,

1:03

.94

1.52
p

.98

-

-

.

,

.73

1.05

1.81

1.0

2.17

.75

91

.90

1.16'

.75

1.12

.90

.95

.94

.85

1.30

.84

.87

PHILADEPHIA 6.85 :94

,

_RAPID CITY, S.D. .57 ,, N.A.

-HOUSTON 1.33. 1.06

, SALT LAKE CITY
-I

.09 .22

1

,

o

V

A

2 8 9

.55

1.03

.27

.a6 4

.64

1.90,

...,:: -

.87.

.* .13

1.19
..

- 1.01

1.03.,

1.16 --`

1'

'



Table VII-6

Index of Representation by R4ce'of Students Enrol ed
In Vocational' Education in'Rural ,School Diseri

NATIVE
AMERICAN

CALIFORNIA .67

COLORADO ' 1.25

FLORIDA .84

ILLINOIS _84

KANSAS .58

OKLAHOMA .74

PENNSYLVANIA 3.75

SOUTH DAKOTA .70 .

TEXAS 2.22

UTAH .53

Secondary, FY 1979

ASIAN
'' . BLACK AMERICAN

--.

.84 .66

.52 1.27

.87 2.03

.90 .15

.50 .58 .

-

.95 . 1.30

1.01 .57

COI

-

HISPAhC
''''

WHITE

,72 . 1.09

1.01 .99

4 .66 1.06

.56 1.00

.52, 1.01
t.

.61 : 1.0*5

1.16 .,, .99

:11 N.A. .20- ''' 1.03

.84 .67 . ,66' 1.16

.85 1.03 .51
. 1.03

9

O

-

Q

o

$



CALIFORNIA

C04.0RADO
,-/ -

FLORIDA

ILLINOIS '

KANSAS

PEMISYLVAN IA

SOUTH DAKOTA

UTAH

I.

Table VII-7
c

Index of Representation _by Race and''Sex of Students
Enrol led lin Vocational` Education

Postsecondary; FY 10,9

MALE 'FEMALE
NATIVE'

AMERICAN'' BtACK-

,ASIAN,

AMERICAN HISPANIC WHITE

1.11 .89 .67' .92 84 .96 1,0.4

, 1.14 ,86 ,58 1.07 1.1.8 1' .85 , 1.04

1105 .95 1.16 1.33 1..33 .84 .96

1.06 .94 .92 1.13 1.01 , 1.10 - .98

.90 1.10 .63 .72 5.0 1..83 1.00

.98 1.02 N.A. N.A. N.A.' N.A. N,A.

1.27 .73 N.A N.A. N.A. ri.A.. N.A.

1.30 .70 N.A. 'N.A. ,N .A . N.A.

4,
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ThesccoMparisons based on aggregate data for vocational' eddcation

.

do not reveal large differendes in 'participation rates among programs:

Tables VII-8 through VII-8C display participation by race and sex

do the largest programs accounting for 75 percent of total secondary

enrollment in vocational education in each state. As a rule, girls

are significantly overrepretented in consumer and homemaking education

programs. Boys overwhelmingly dominate'trade and indusfridl prdgrams,
.

with' the exception of cosmetology, and the largest agriculture programs.

If one,were to consider programs sexually balanceDi when they contain

froT 40 to 60 pertent girls, balanced.programs are found mainly in

distributive education and in some office and consumer and hdmemaking

programs (especially consumer education).

Strong patterns are also present for the participatiori rates

of.minorities. Generally. black-students are overrepresented in
.

occupational consumer and homemaking, ,,some office programs (e.g.,

,

general office programs in Illinois and accounting in Illinois

and Colorado), and some distributive education programs (e.g.,-

general merchandising in Illinois). Underrepresentation of black

students is especially obvious in most trs4e.and industrial programs.

If one uses a standard of plbs.or minus ten percent of the mean

participatia rate for black studentsvrelatively few *grams are

racially:balanced in states with significant numbers of black students.

iariation in the participation, rates of 'other racial and ethnic

riiinorities 4s less Pronounced: Thus, Hispanit students'arepropor-
.

,

,tionately represented in most'prograths in all three states. -The:

#
292.
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PROGRAM NAME

a

Table VII-8-

CALIFORNIA .,

Participation by Race andSex in Largest Programs* in the State
Secondary, FY 1979 .

CODE:

ENROLe- %

,MENT - FEMALE WHITE
0

BLACK

ga,

HISPANIC
% ASIAN- % NATIVE-
AMERICAN AMERICAN

'AGRIPROD 10100 8293 34.43 5:42 ' 1.68 10:83
GENMERCH 40800 7,710' 61.33 62.86 12.69 19.5.7 4.44

;b5

.44

COMPHMEC 90901 33278 73.62 70.87 8.09 17.25' 2.96 .83

CHILDDEV 90102 10951 63,05 . 13.60 20,59 2.16 .60

CLOTHTEX ,90103 'v-- 22626 95.60 52.80 4, 20.90 22.03 3.63 .65

CONSUMED 90104 13893 61.38 68.52 8.33 19.01 3.65 :49

FAMLREL 90106 10232 73.53 71.77 9.08 16.32 '2.46 .37

FOODNUT 90107 32197 66.96. 57.44 . 18,27 20.50 3.254* .54

DRAFTING ,a1 aonoo 14948 10.21 64.77 9.20 20.03 ,5.53 .47

METALS 101400 85,89 2.81 72.40 6.99 17.86
AUTOMECH 101600 16447 7.41 78.09 3.64 14-.32 3.40 .55
WOODS 10T900. 12887 9.12 75.07 6.12 5.78 2.30 .73

ACCOUNT .140100 28253 66.30 '67.63 10.58 15.47 5.75 .53

GEN.OFF. 140300 52054 76.86 66.13 8.40 21.19 3.63 .66

GENOFFCL 140303 10587 70.65 69.79 .6.93' 15.03
.1 7.59 .67

SECY OCC 140700 28359 91.14 65.97 9.26 19.77 4.56 .44

TYPING 140900 39784. 76.21 65,25 9.67 19,26 5.23 .59

AUTOMECH 170302 20909 4.47 63,06 11.57 21.61 '- 3.27,

TRONOCCP 171500 7607 4,39 50.b2 22.80 c 22.43 4.52 ..25

GRAPHART 171900 8517 20.56- 47.72 24.64 '24.14 3.11. .39

WOODWORK . 173600- 9879 4.62 62,80 .18.26 26.47 2.20 .27

190200 56961 50.10 76.27 4.76 15.27 3..19

,

* Lirgesf programs are'those which account for 75 percent of enrollment in tile staie\at the secondary level.

293
11.
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,
. . Table VII -8A

.

COLORADO ,

Participation by Race and Sex in Largest Programs* in the State
g

.
Secondary, FY 1979 . - ,

. .

. .

. ENROLL- . % % % % ,% ASIAN- % NATIVE-

PROGRAM NAME 'OE CODE , . MOT 'FEMALE WHITE BLACK HISPANIC AMERICAN AMERICAN'

. 4
..

DISTEDUC
,

.-40800

.HOMEMKG 9010Q
OCCPREP 90299

,

ACCOUNT , 140100
GENOFFIS 140300

SEC.STEN 1.40700

1 AUTOMECH 170302
WELDING 172306

ALL 11th & 12th GRADE PROGRAMS

...

II

. .

3952 59.89 8d.19 v2.88 .15,16 : .58 1.19

13280 69.49 77.39 4193 15.'67 ,85 1.16

' 1263' - 78.15' °71.8,1*' .11.0.8 15.84 .:63 .63
*2700 57%24 81.39- 5.08 12.50 ..74 * :29

.9875 . 82,66' 80.31 4.82 43 76 .68

4917° ::' 91,53 4,J,71 1.77. 14, ,68 1.36

2650 : 2.11 81.49 . 1,30 14,74 - ,63 1,85

,, 1465 1.12 8265 ,93 15,49 .09 ,84
.

___.

, .,

48317 57.54 79,43 4,30 14,59 . ,70 .97

.
/ J ,

..
.;

If

t

,

4

*Largest programs are those which account fqr 75 liercent.orenroIlment in thp state at the secondary level.
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* Table VII-8B

FLORIDA
. Participation by Race aild Sex in Largest Programs in the State

Secondary, FY 1979

PROGRAM NAME

\,4

ENROLL- % % %
.

OSIAN- I NATIVE-
0E .CODE MENT FEMALE WHITE BLACK HISPANIC AMERICAN AMERICAN

FOODSERV
GENMERCH
PERSSERV
REALEST

. RECSERV
PRACNURS
COMPHOME

CHILDDEV
CLOTHING
CONSUMED
FAMIL,Y

FOODNtJT

HOUSING
CHLDCARE

'CLOTHINq.
FOOD,MPS

1 HOMEFURN
ACCCOMP
BOOKACCT
BUS. _DP

3EN OFF
GENOFFCL

.

.

6

40700
40800

41500
.41700
41800
70302

190101

90102
90103,
'90104.

90106
90107
90109

90201

90202

90203'

90204
140100

140102
140200
140300

140303

,

; 5163

-16271
4037

4094
3885

9230

6717
8201

25466
4857

10684
23440
4335
6397

7691

8440
3581

4589
25987
7044

23&2

5519

1 55.10
53.76

45.20
42.00
42.11

92.45
76.17
87.50
93%46
68.93'

7293
63.32
89.89'
94.67
85.86
61.64
82.52

75.75 .

'74.50

65.81

91.11

80.51

/

74.21

78.36
75.53

80.00
74.77.

81.13
45.85

16.40.

51.96
70.95
69.48
6230
71.48
58.51

48.61
47. '71

62.05

78.89

74.07

69.19
67.23
59.40

21.05
15.53

17.21

6.00

16.25

16.98

41.21

28.47
43.01
27.59
.26:11

'33.08
24.56
37,44

46.86
: 49,09

36,67

12.45
.47.70

19.18
21.56

'28.54

.

(

3.81

5.47

4.30
8.00

6.66

1.89
12.46
4.69
4.28

1.21

, 3.76
-3.68

2.23
3.21

3.97

2.89

. 1.07

7.93

7.47

10.98
10.50

11.72

:

.

..

.

.82 .11

.51 .13 ..-

2.82. .14,

6.00
. 0

.

2.32 ' 0

0 / 4)

.4.4.=- .O'4

.41 .04 .

.63 .10.

.45 0

.57 .08 ,

'.52 ,08
.50 1.24
;71 .D8

.41 , '.08'

.06-.25

.21 0'

.66 , .....:,

.64

..57 .08

.54.
:

.18

.29 .06

..
,,, ,.

.
.

.

,
\--

Table cobOgued on next pagd.

Largest piograms are,hose which account for 75 percent bf enrollment in the 'tate at the secondary
,
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Table VIL4B (coot.)

FLORIDA

Participation by Race and Sex in Largest Protrams* in the State

Secondary, FY 1979

.

PROGRAM NAME OR CODE
ENROLL-
MENT'

.%,

FEMALE

,

,WHITE BLACK HISRANTC
% ASIAN-
.AMERICAt

.36

,40

.67

.58
. .80

.51

.08 --

.51

.24

.45

..99

0
2.34

0

.6

A

% NATIVE-
0

AMERICAN

INFOCOMM 140400
PERSONNL 140600'

r,

SECY OC,C 140700
SUFMGMT 140800
TYPIST F/' ' "14140902
AIRCONDI 170100
BODYREP 170301
AUTOMECH 170302
CARPNTRY , 171001
CONSTREL

#
171002

DRAFTING
0

171300
IELDING,---__ 172306,
COSMETOL , 172602'
LAWENFOR 172802

.ALL 11th &12thGRADE PROGRAMS

.

7550

12969

20598
.

8279.

52536 -,

5711

3841

12893
4916
3614

4193
6222-

. 4578
8507

292691

86.72

58.12,'

98.14
62.00

.
76.65

.51

'1.06,

2.97

'2.36'

g 2.11
13.42
1.81

97.53
35,85
58.34

69.12

69.06
76.96
81.79
68.33
66.37

- 69.82

76.36
78.63
79.85
83.72
78.05
70.00
62.20
69.68

19.38

17.91

13.5,
12.52

19.91

16.24
24.71

413.29

'19.36
16.54

8,09
18.33

11.58
26,34'

22.05

11.11
12,60

8.58
5.07

10.88
16.75

5.14

9.64

1.77

3.01
7.05

3.51

15.05
11.46
7.. 55

.°

'. 05-

.03

- .* .04.

, .04

.08

.13

-.16
.20

0

.15

.15

.11
1:61

0
.11 .

r

.

t.

°

*-Largest programS'ire those which account for 75 percent of enrollment in,the state at tie secondary level.

299 300
f V



.4
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A

t.
table VII-8C

' .I.LLINOIS.,

'Pafticipition by. Race andSex in Largest Programs* in the State

4

...

PROGRAM NAME OE CODE

, -Secondary, FY 1979

ENROLL ' % . % .

'. MENT FEMALE WHITE
'%

BLACK

.

% .-% ASIAN-
HISPANIC AMERICAN

'-% NATIVE-.

AMERICAN

AORIPROD, 10100 3952, 9.67v 99.22 .40 .25
\

. .05 .08-,

AGRIMECH 10300 . 3141 , 3.6 _9899 .73 .32 .03 ..03
EN1,1fRCH 40800 12976 49.97 61.78 30.71 6.49 .90 .12
CHLDCARE 90201 % 8566 94.48 88,86 8.88 1.79 - .35 .12'
CLOTHING. 90202 .4704 *. 91.88" 70.92. .5.02 3.25 .6R .13,

FOOD,MPS ..90203' %10514 68.59 81:95 15.38 2.09 .11
BOOKACCT 140102 .23981: 59g4 65,44 26.80 6.90 -.78 I. .39
COMPROG , 340203 8727 53.34 -' 44:61 44.65 s 8.85 1.73 .11

)GENOFFCL_ :140303 9780 . 80.38 48.03 43.65
_

7.35 .13
140702 . 29888. 88.26 8,6:36.

, 10:67 2.26 . .42 .10
. CLK ST 140901 7956 86,29 83:85 ., 13.54 2.16 .38 .03
AUTOME H . 170302 11216 6.54 .89.52 8.10 . 1.91 '.38 ^.09

CONSTTRD 171000- 11530 ..3.43 88.64 - 8.30 : 2.89' JO .07 .

DRAFTING, 171300 ' 7643 8.99 %2.56 13..16 3.26 .95 .

GRAPRART
. 171900 3946 8.69 80.36 . 11.91 4.64 2.91 .13

tAACHSHOP 172302. 3597 2.03 87.82 . 8.95 2.89 .31 .03
WELDING . :172306.. 3107 2.96. 87.58 10.04 2.22 .10

ALL 11th r.12th GRADE PROGRAMS 219587.-, 60.31 - 78,67 17.12 3.54 .59 .08

A

*Largest 'programs ar ethose'which account-for 75 percent of enrollmentin the state at the secondary, level .4,

Note: In Illinois, data were reported for occupational Oograms, excluding hon-occupational consumer homemaking

and industrial arts. OUr list of largest programs therefore. excludes these ses.
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Table VII-9

'CALIFORNIA

Pa,ticipation by. Race and Sex.in Largest Programs* in the State
Postsecondary, FY 1979

Mb.

.ENROLL= % , % % % ; % ASIAN- % NATIVE-

PROGRAM NAME OE CODE MENt 'FEMALE WHITE BLACK HISPANIC AMERICAN AMERICAN
.

''ORNAHDRT 10500 6073. 39.59 83.27 3.47 6182 5.38' 1.05

GENMERCH 40800 12039 45.24 80:44 7.17 7.85 4.03 1.31

REALEST 41700 "54500 42.55 81.28 7..03 6.35 . 4.38* .95

RECSERV 4180G, 6840 69.33 79.15 8.51 7.51 3.64 1.15.

OTHI5TR . . 49900' 5536. *45.14 66.02 18.24 10.03 4.55' 1.16

AA-NUR5. , 70301 10668 90.25 78.07 10.33 5.82. 5.01, .77

PRACNURS . 70302 5303 90.14 77.92 7.75 9.22 4.05 1.06

MEDtMERG - it ,70987 5301 30.99 84.02 5.47 7.17 1.92 1.41

OTHHLTH 79900 5590 70.38 75.01 8.77 , 94 5.83 1:27

HOMEMKG . 90100 26149 71.12 64.19 11.26 17.42 6.20 .92

CHLDCARE 90201 --22064 89.59 72.59 11.69 11.91 2.91 .90

ACCOUNT 140100 44953 '56.27 -74.34 9:10 9.38 6.46 .72

ACTANTS 140101 8335 60.42 86.19 4.45 3.99 4:57 .86

COMPOPER 140201 9321 42.43 72.50 10.71 9.66 6.50 .63

COMPPROG 140203, 8488 39.63 68.31 10.54 ., 10.37 10.23 .55

OTH DP. 140299 10351 48.55 71.04 12,70 7.84 7.86 .55

GEN.OFF. :- 140300 .14378 77.19 71.09 10.20 10.88 6.89 , .94

GENOFFCL 140303 8142 55.42 84.39 6.93 4.73 3.00 . .96

INFOCOMM 140400 10797 52.11 70.11 17.88 8.32 2.34 1.35 ,

PERSONNL 140600 7943 56.36 72.57 11.04 .12.60 .3.03. .76

i

eg,

.

O

Table continued on next.page,,

*.targest programs are those which account for 75 percent of enrollment in .the state at the postsecondary level.
)1/4
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Table VII-9

CALIFORNIA
PayticiP.ation by Race and Sex in Largest Programs* in the State

Postsecondary, FY 1979

PROGRAM NAME 0E CODE
ENROLL-

MENT
%

FEMALE
%

tHITE
%

BLACK

%

HISPANIC
% ASIAN-
AMERICAN

.% NATIVE-
AMERICAN

SECY OCC 140700 32016 88.69 62.97 15.49 15.86
44..57

1.12
SUPMGMT 140800 28308 43.58 73.50 11.39 , 9.56 4.54 1.01
TYPING 140900 6606 87.48 72.93 7.60 14.47 3.91 1.09
0TH OFF 149900 7400 52.45 81.05 5.47 8,14 4.01 1.32
ARCHTECH 16010.3

-40
5909 19.39 77.02 5.11 11.20 5.77 .90

TRONTECH 160108 15510 12,96 71.11 7.04 9.61' 11.42 .81
COPTECH 160605 24842 30.16. 71.20 12.64 12.61 2:25 1.31
FLUIDPOW 160699
AUTOMECH 170302

5993

13940
28.68

8.64
71.35

73.49
11.76
6.99

' 9.41

11.36
6.51'

7,25
.97

COMMLART /170700 6415 56.70 78.16 5.42 10.85 4.33
.93

1.23
COMMFOTO , 170900 7451 41.00 75.52 7.15 11.39 4.93 1.01
CARPNTRY 171001 10794 3.02 83.31 3.23 10.40 1.59 1.46
DRAFTING 171300 8461 25.01 74.82 Ai 7.58 .10.42 6.46 1.31
TRONOCCP 171500 6091 11.36 66.84 11.49 12.84 7.90 .90
FOREMAN 171700, 11003 351.32 . 78.19 7.99 9.31 3.35 1.16
-WELDING 172306

*1

8673 5.34 69..62. 11.81 13.44 3.60 1.53
COSMETOL 172602 5842, 85.64 70.97 .18.95 15.30 '3.49 1.28
LAWENFOR 172802
OTHTRADE 179900

13015

8982

25,19

26.86
t 79.47

75.42-
8.64
5.70

7.84

13.37
N. 3.01

.4.04

1.03
1.47

"ALL POSTSECONDARY PROGRAMS'''. '540699 47.95 76.82k 7.78 9.13 4.62 1.04

*
c

Largest program* are those which account for 75 percent of enrollment in the state at the postsecondary level.

3n5 ^la
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Table VII-9A .
A

COLORADO e

Participation by Race and Sex in Largest Programs* in the State
PostSbcondary, 1Y 1979

PROGRAM NAME OE CODE

s'

ENROLL-

MENT
%

FEMALE WHITE

0/.0
.

BLACK

'.

.

0

.

.

,-__

%.

'HISPANIC
% ASIAN-
'AMERICAN

4

*'
t

% NATIVE-
AMERICAN

.GENMERCH 40800
REALEST ,- 0700
NURSING 7030i
OTHRNURS 70399
MEDEMERG ., 70707

...

CHLDCARE 90201

ACCOUNT 140100
DATAPROS 140299

.

GENOFFIS /140300
SEC.STEN 140700
SUP.ADMN t 140800
TRONTECH 160108
FIRETECH 160602
COPTECH 160605
OCCSAFTY 169900
TRAD.IND. 170000
BODYREP 170301
AUTOMEC..H

.4
- 170302

. ....
AUTOSPEC

.
.

'170303-
CARPI4TRY 171001
INDMAINT 171099

. MACHSHOP 172302
WELDING 172306

ALL POSTSECONDARY PROGRAMS

909

85-3

1039'

1083

1318-..

457

2518
,784

1011
1900

3697

1915

695

1200

1700
2186

651

1125

43
.507

641

515

1298

19225

- 49.21'
38.95-

91.94
97.50`
40.00

66.9F
90.33
86.49

87.50
94.12
80.68
86.43
80.71

74.1)0

83.60
85.13
84.60
91.54

89.62
/8.T9
r1.00
70.25
74.12
68.08
79.70

87.16
-83.55

- 76.60

83.63

'.

,

-+.'

.

''

.

4.29
4.42

7.11
5.00

.

: 0
8:33

*4.35,

8.97

.3.00

4.94
6.34'
4.26
2.74

3,94
7.88,

-1.00
4.13

9.87-

7.73
3.05

2.75
3.95

4.24

5.73

..

6.09

4.42 A
3.91

6.25 .'

4.71

10.23
5.83 ,

. 7161

,:21.50

% 8.50
. 6.64

7.85
4.23 ,

5.01

10.15,

-1.00
22.73 '

12.50
22744 :
16.24

.7.34 ,

7.60-
15,89

8..07''

. .

)

'

2.26
.83

1.18 .

1.25

0

0

2.05

2.45

.50

1:28

1.06

2.32
.25

.60

1.97

-1.00
1.65

2.19

1.00
,1.02

1.83

3.04
.

1.48

1.45

.45
',

. D
1.30

0

Y18
.76

1:34.
.27

1.00 .

1.68

.92

.97

1:24

- .84

1.21
-1.00
1.24

1.32
..-

.75

0

- .9

1.8ft

.-1.69

1 13
)

,

95.83
71.00
51.09

80.00
97.53

46.63

12.41

1.99
24.11 -

25.10

-1.00

.83

1.54

3.24"
3.05

4.59
2.74

2:3S

--43.21 .

* Largest programs,are those which account ,for 75 percent of enrollment in the state at the postsecondary:level.
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Table VII-98

.

FLORIDA ,

PartiCipation by Race hnd, Sex in-Largest Programs* in the State
Postsecondary, FY 1979

ORNIHORT
APPAREL.

FIN CRED
GENMERCH
HOTELSVC
REALEST

_ AA -NURS

. PRACNURS

'MH-ASST.

CHLDCARE N

ACCNTNTS
',COMPOPER

COMPPROG,

GENOFFCL
SECY OCC;
EXECSECY

PROGRAM NAME

.. ,

10

OE CODE MENT FEMALE c

% A % % % ASIAN- % NATIVE -

OE

%

WHITE ' BLACK HISPANIC AMERICAN .AMERICAN

, . . r

10500 359" 37.02 91.04 4.22 . . 3.95 , .40' .40

40200 732 94.13 65.98.- 23.09 .. 9.29 1.09

40400 3019 79.73 88.7.01 6.29 ,4.41. . .40

. .55.

.20

40800 801 50.44 83.77 -13.48 2,12 .50 .12

41100' 913 33.30 77.66 11.61 9.09, '1.53 .11

41700
70301

1682 40.90 89.48 5.71 3.69 .59 .54
57,13 91.83 86.24 9.99 2.82 .65 .30

"70302 1613 94.87 73.35 22.41 2.67 ' 1:09 -.49,
70801 . 800 79.25 73.50 25.12 1.13 0 .25

90201 ) 963 -96.57 47.25 50.67 ;1.66 .21 :21

140101 3634 , 64.25 68.82 15.69 ' 14.17 ..99 .33

,

140201 1971 59.92- 71.74' 22,98 2.94 .1.83' .51'

140203' 1868' "51.45 67..61 15:63 15.20 . 1.39 .16
140303 1149 '91.21 49.78 42.12 6.7.0 .61

.

.78.

140700 2762 98.62 49.49 8.06 . 21.54 %69 *.22

140701 1810 98.29 76.57 " 20.00 . 2.10' 83 50

rd,

822
Table continued on next page.'

*Largest programs are tho-Se which account for 75 percent j('enrojlOnt in the state at the postseconda'ry level.
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Table VII -9B

.. - FLORIDA :. -

*Participation by Race and Sex in Largest Programs* in the State
,,

\

Postsecondary, FY 1979 .-

.. ,
.

ADMINASS

..!

TRONTECH

OTHENGTH

ARCHTECH

QIVLTECH

COPTECIt

SCIE. OP

FLUIDPOW

OFFMANAG

FIRETECH

SECRETAR

PROGRAM NAME

.

160117

OE CODE

140805

140702

160108

1E0602 1354

140801

160103 , 839

160106

160199

160605
160699

MENT

4996

3726

1306 98.62

1.257 - 47.89

1710

946'

767

744 48.79

.

FEMALE

1.99

47.76 79.86 14:2T

15.49! 79.86

25.56

54.02

9.78

7.87

88.55

WHITE BLACK HISPANIC AMERICAN AMERICAN

81.69 15.15

8784
82.16 11.58

77.44'. 8.34 12.39

66.40, 31.85

78.20 141, 5.73

'2.59 11.09
i

7.72

7.39

10.01

13.23

1.08

4.54

4.62

2.54

2.23

3.25

% ASIAN- %

.90

2.74

1.59

1f3k
1.65

1.52

.37,

.27

.69

.40 v .16

.48

. .12

.44

%40

.13',

.23

ENROLL- % . % % %

2432, 76.77 71.75 20.76 6.87 .25

AIRCOND \ 1701001* 1552 3.35 80.41 11.66. 6.64 .97 .32

AUTOMECH \ 176302 1135 . 5.11 70.40 25.11 1.85 1.45 .79

INDELTRN 171502 770 '''' 7.4Q 81.69 *14.55 2.86 ..52 .39

WELDING 172306 961 5.93 74.82 23.93 .62 .42 .21 -

COSMETOL . 172603 735 r 88.44 84.76 13_20 1.36 .27 .41

LAWENFOR
,

172802 3793- AO.06 84.29 10.91 4..03 .53 .24

ALL POSTSECONDARY PROGRAMS 77746 53.26 75.36 16.08 7.26 .93 .36

2

.er

. I

4 4

*Largest programs are thote which, account for 75 percent.of enrollment in the state at the pOstspeondary level.
.
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Table VII-9C

ILLINOIS

Participation by Race and Sex inargest Programs* in the State
Postsecondary, FY 1979

, ;el

PROGRAM NAME- OE CODE
ENROLL-
MENT FEMALE WHITE BLACK

'%

HISPANIC ,-AMERICAN
% ASIAN- % NATIVE-

AMERICAN

ORNINORT
'

10500 1221 57.41 92.71 3.69 1.80 1.15 .66
GENMERCH 40800 2300 52.70 69.17 26,04 3.04 . 1.65 .09
REALEST 41700 .3509 48.45 92.76 4.39 1.68 ,80 .37
SMBUSMGT 49901 2238. 43.70 79.98 16.40 2,32 .67 .63
NURSING 70301 9467- 90.30 76187 18.76 2.62: 1.39
PRACNURS 70302 2803 91,90 89.33 7.78 1r68. .78 .43 '
RADITECH 70501 1111 68.05 33,12 2.70 . 1,53' .45
CHLDCARE 90201 4507 91.24 62.01 -35,17 1,73 ,6g .40
BOOKACCT 140102 1086 60.16_ 67.65 26.23 3.77 '1.89 .45
BUS. DP' 140200
COMPPROG 140203'

6078,
323D

51.66

52.23
74 88
90.09

18.38
5.67

3.85

2.20
2.45

1.24
.44

. .80
EDUCASST 140601
EXECSECY'

.

- 140701

1438

1104
80.18
95.92

73.44

89.04
23,50

8.42

1.60
,72

1.11

,36

35

1.45
SECRETAR 140702 7,596

93-7b ;19.38 16.28 3,00 ,1.03 .30
ADMINASS .'140801 4362 47.98 83,70 14,10 .56 .50 :14
ARC CH, '160103 1135 19.30. 70.31 26.96 1,85 .62 .26
AUT1'CW .160104 1335 15.88 92.13 4.34 2.32 .97 .22
TRONTECH., '160108 407.9 12.82 84.75 11,08. 2.57 T.25 .34
MECHTECH 160113 1266 . 16.03 86.33 4,90 4,90 . 2,92 .:95
FIRETECH' 160602 1010 11.49 91.2g 5,94 .99 .69 1.09
COPTECH 160605 1205 25.15 90.79 6,39 2,07 .33 .41
AIRCOND 170100 1352 18.49 87.65 9.76 1.11 1.11 .37
AUTOMEC" 170302, 2303 4.99 54.62 41.82 2.30 .78 .48
DRAFTING 171300 2052 19.88 70.61 19.93 7.26 1.61 °58.
FOREMAN : 17)700 1410 19,42' 80.74 6.20 1.65 1.24 .17
MACHSHOR 172302 1122 18.00 84.40. 9.36 4.74 .71 .801
WELDING * 174306 3174 8.95 80.53 15.03 2,65 1,10. 69
COSMETOL 172602 1158 98.16 92.92 5.87 ,95 .17 .09
LAWENFOR 172802' .4981 30.54 84.88 11.36 2.77 .70 .28 '

LARGEST POSTSECONDARY PROGRAMS 119579 52.66
.

79.51 16.21 2.67o , 1.20 ,41

*Largest programs are those which account for 75 percent Of enrollment in'the state at the potsecondary level.

?
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.. .
. .

,

absolute numbers of Asian Americans and Native-Americans are so
o .

.

. :small that 'reliable comparisons are difficult; nevertheless, there

are few strfting instances of over or underrepresentation.

Tables VII-9 through VII -9C display similar information for

the postsecOndary level. As at the'secondary level, Overrepresent-

4 ation of women is Widespread in occupational consumer and homemaldhg

and office,programs. Additionally, one finds women overrepresented

in most health programs (nursing) and underrepresented in most tech-
,

nical programs that are offered mainly at the postsecondary level.

There are also large disparities in the participation, rates of black

students, although the pattern varies somewhat among states. In

most states, blacks are overrepresented in occupational consumer

and homemaking, office, and some distributive education programs.
i

In contrast to,secondaivprograms where they are greatly underrepre-

.

sented in trade tend industriarprograms, participation by blacks

in postsecondary prog1'ams is closer to proportional.. The most severe

underrepresentation for blacks occurs in ornamental horticulture

and technical programs, including those in the health area.

For Hispanics, the pattern varie by state. Thus,

Hispanic students are proportiohately'represented in most 0:Ograms.

However, in F3orida, where.Hispanicsconstitute 7.2 percent of all

vocational enrollment, there are high concedtrations 'of Hispanic

students in apparel (9.3%), hotel services (9.1%)-accounting (14.2%),

computer programming' (15.2%), secretarial occupations (i1.5%), and

several technical programs ''(averaging about 12%). They are under-

represented in most health and trade and industrial programs.
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We should note that several factors may account for dispropori

tionate representation of racial and ethnic minorities. First, the

'full array of programs is.not offeredeverywhere'throughout the

state, and to some extent'the disparities have geographical explana-

tions.. Thus, for example, most agricultural programs are,offered in

rural areas, and t the extent relatively small numbers of minor*
, .

.

students live in such areas, they will appear to.be underrepresented
-...

in statewide data. Similarly, programs more likely to be offered.
, -

in large cities will display overrepresentation bf minorities wher-

.

examined on a statewide basis. Second, at the p9stsecondary level,

many programs require prerequisites in math or science that bar

.large numbers of minority students with inadequate basic'skills.

Insofar as the prerequisites ,constitute reasonable entry level require-

ments, underrepresentation.is not a deficiency of the vocational.

progam but rather a,failure of the general education system to impart

basic skills. Third, dependingon the quality of program and the

likelihood that it leads 'to well-paying employment, overrepr:esentation

May be little cause for concern. For example, the relatiVely high

concentration.of Hispanic students in some of Florida's technical

programs may be of no consequence. We shall 'have more to say on

this issue in the following section examining thi relationship of

program offerings to. job opportunities and expected earnings.

These qualifications aside, it is'apparent that substantial

racial and sex bias persists in vocational education. This in itself

°

ofr

is not a startling conclusion. However, for purposes of federal

policy,,what must be 'Clearly understood Is that patterns of bias

emerge only at the program level,,Tatherthan for vocational-education

(
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as a whOle. Moreover, thesprssumption that racial bias, is largely

a big-city problem.is notsorsistently borne out by the data. Con-

sequently, if federal policy :s to address problems of racial and

sex, bias, in vocational educat:on, it will have to continue to monitor

program enrollments by race a-i sei: In the past, this has been costly.

and burdensome,'and there, are steps that could be taken to ease local
..

resistance. Reporting at the level of four rather than six-digit program

codes would suffice. Moreovee,:it will fie necessary to continue to collect

, data at the LEA level; the ge: :raphic dimension ofdisparities in program

palicipation is too strong t: ignore, and, it confoundS interpretation of

aggregate stat%dati. Finall:;. however the data are collected', they muststate

permit analysis over time. I: is not the mere exist 'ce of race and Sex

bias but rather analysis of c-lnges in magnitude that might allow

assessing the effectiveness of federal policy aired at alleviating

j the problem. UnfOrtunately,,cr data do not permit us to say whether

participation rates of minori:es and women have been chariging over

time.

,C. ParticiOationjoy the Hand':apped, the Disadvantaged, and Students

. with Limit9c1 English Proficier:y. Since passing the initial .Vocational*
.

Education, Act ip 1963, Congress has several times taken steps to direct

money more effectively-toward :rograms for special populations. The 1976

Amendments, continued the 10 pee:ent setaside for handiciOpeestudents,

increased the disadvantaged seaside to 20 percent fromh15 percent, and_

reserveda portion of the disadvantaged setaside for students with limited

.'English proficiency. Adaitiona.13/,lifunds allocated under.Subpart 4

317,
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were to'be used exclusively to fund special prpgrams for disadvantaged

students.

In addition .to the 'controversy that has surrounded regulations

limiting the exp-enditure ofsetaside funds to the "excess cost's" of

programs fol. handicapped &nd disadvantaged students, some state and

local education agencies have complained lof difficufties in properly

identifying students to be 'served. Identification of handicapped

students has been closely coordinated with requirements set for in

P,L. 94-142, The'EducaAon Handicapped Children Act, but

this Act has been directed mainly at eleMentary and secondary- levels.

.Copsequently, secondary LEAs,' well along in deyeloping ingividualized

education programs (IEPs) or handicapped students can readily

identify those students -en oiled invocational education. Postsecondary

institutions-, however, less affected by P.L.. 94-142, have more diffi-
.

cilAy. Similarly, secondary LEAs 'are more accustomed to,jdentifying,

Academically and economically disadvantaged students-to meet rewire-

ments of the Elementary and Secondary Edutation Act (ESEA). Post-
/

,secondary LEAs, however, havenot been subject to such requirements.

Moreover, one of the primary meas4s of 'economic disadVantage,

income, is very imprecise when used to measure the degree of disad-

vantage among young adults. Thus, a "low-income" student from an

upper-income background requires no special assistanc e other than

financial aid and should not be. included among the economically

;

disadvantaged. However, with the kind of data typically available

Abok

to poStsecondaryi.EAs, it is difficult to separate truly disadvantaged

students from thOse who are temporarily "poor!' because-of where they

are in the life cycle.' COnsequently, pottsecondary data on disad-
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vantaged students enrolled in vocational 'education'should be viewed'

skeptically.

Table VId-10 summarizes the participation rates.of special 'students

in vocational education for secondary,and postsecOndary programs combined.

The percentage of handicappecrstudents enrolled in vocational education
.

ranges from .6 perterit in,Florida to 3.4 percent in. Illinois. Disadvantaged .

Am.
students constitute from 26 percent in, Oklahoma to 14.4 percent'in

Illinois. Students .with limited English proficiency are less than .1

percent in Kansas, Oklahoma, Pennsylvania, South Dakota,6and Texas, and

.9 percent in California.

4 Whether these special, populations are proportionately represented in

4, -

vocational education is difficult to determine precisely, because

good data on the dumber of special, students in the total student

population are not readily available for each state. Furthermore,

VEDS instructed states to count only those students who actually received

special services funded with VEA dollars. The actual number of handicapaed

and disadvantaged, students enrolled,in vocational education may be much

larger, The National Center for EducationiStatistics reports that, in

1976,handicapped students copstituted approximate* seven percent of.

studAts aged 14. to 17 enrolled in school. Using this measure as a

standard, handicapped students are significantly underrepresented in

vocational edbcation.

Vocagional education data on disadvantaged includeboth academic-.
. .

ally and economically disadvantaged students. Consequently, there
00

National.Center.for Education Statistics, The Condition of Education,
1978 Edition, Washington, D.C., USGPO, Table- 1.16, p..3'8.

II 0
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Table VII-10

Percentage of Students Enrolled in Vocational Education
Who Are Handicapped, Disadvantaged, or
, Have Limited English Prbficiency

mg Setondary and Postsecondary, FY 1979

4, % HANDICAPPED % DISeNTAGED % LEP

CALIFORNIA. 1.3 8.3 , .9

COLORADO 1.4 4.0 .1

.6 2.6 .1

ILLINOIS
.

3.4 14.4 .3

KANSAS 1.9 3.5
(

OKLAHOMA 1.5 2.6

PENNSYLVANIA 2.0 3.2 *

. :SOUTH DAKOTA .8 5.7

TEXAS .7 3.2

UTAH 1.9

Source: Vocational Education Data System

*
Less than .1 percent:

r
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is no readily available single "standard that can be used for precise

comparisons. However, a crude comparison can be made wh the percentage

of children, aged 5-17, below poverty. .Table VII-l1 compares the

percentage of disadvantaged students enrolled in vocational educa

the - percentage of children in poverty in 1975. As with previvls,

.ratios calculated for race and sex, a ratio. less than one indicates

underrepresentation.' Considering that figures for vocational education

include academically disadvantaged as well as,ecohomically disadvantaged

students, it is apOrient that poor children are significantly under-

represented fn vocational education in all states except Illinois.

Similarly, students with limited English proficiency are under-

represented in vocational edutation. In California, Colorado, Florida,

New York,.and Texas -- all states where more than 10 percent of.

children live in households where some language other than English

is spoken less than two percent of the students enrolled in voca-

I

tional education have limited English proficiency. Even allowing

for the fact that not all children in nod- English speaking families V,

have difficulties with English, this figure is disproportionately low,

Turning to the participatiOn of special populations in particular

programs, It is evident from Tables VII,-12A-through VII-12C hat thege

students are more..likely to be ehrolledrin some programs than in \others,

Thus, both hadticapped and disadvantaged students are more hiibly

concentrated in: consumer and homemaking programs in all three states.

IIV
.Addiponall*,,with the exception of auto mechanics, disadvantaged

students tend to,be underrepresented in most trade and industrial 'N

programs..

Data not available for Californta
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Table VII-11

Estimates of the Representation of
Disadvantaged Students in Vocational Education;

(1) (2)

.% Children Below % Disadvantaged Ratio.'of

Poverty Level Students in Voc. Ed. .(2) to (1)

CALIFORNIA 13.8

COLORADQ 10,7
,.

FLORIDA 21.6

ILLINOIS .16.1
..,...._

..

KANSAS 8.6

OKLAHOMA
t 14,6

PENNSYLVANIA 12.6

SOUTH DAKOTA 13.1

TEXAS , 20.5

-UTAH 8.0

I

6

'

.

8.3 .60
.- I

,

4.0.

.

, ',37,
w

2.6 .12,

. .

14.4 .95

.

3.5
.

s.

,41
. °

tr

2.6
.

,18 .

3.2
.

:25

0

,
5.7 .44

3.2 .

.

4 .16

4.5 .74

.ff

O
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Table VII-12A

COLORADO
Participation by Target Groups in-Largest Programs* in State,

Secondary, FY 1979

ENROLL- % HANDI- % DISADz-
PROGRAM NAME OE CODE MENT CAPPED VANTAGED. % LEP

DISTEDUC 40000 3952- 1.32 6.00 -1.85
HOMEMKG .90100 13280 1:16 9.13 4.91
OCCPREP 90299 1263 2.53 15.76 1.35
ACCOUNT' 140100 2700 .51 d°' 4;62 3,54
GENOFFIS 140300 9875. .70 6:85 ` .71
SEC.STEN 140700 4917 .61 5.64 2.14
AUTOMECH ,170302 2650 1.67 9.59 -1.33
WELDING ./' . 147.2306 1465 2.71" 14.83 1.03

.

.--
ALL 11th & 12th GRADE PROGRAMS 48317

1.47' 8.32 1.20 .

40

4

4.

r .4 4

I

*Lariest *grams are those which account for 75 percent of enrollment in the
'state at the secondary level. 4
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Table,VII-12q°

FLORIDA
Participation by Target Groups in Largest Programs* in State

Secondary, FY 1979

4\

PROGRAM NAME OE CODE

FOODSERV . 40700

-GENMtRCH
.

. 40800

PERSSERV 41500
REALEST 41700
RECSERV 41800

PRACNURS 70302

COMPHOME 90101,

CHILDDEV 90102

CLOTHING 90103

CONSUMED 90104

FAMILY 90106

FOODNUT 90107
HOUSING 90109
CHLDCARE 90201

CLOTHING _ re 96202
FOOD,MPS 9 03

HOMECAN 90204

ACUOMP 140106
860KACCT 140102
BUS. DP 140200
GEN OFF 140300
GENOFFCL 140303

INFOCOMM: 140400
PERSONNL 140600

SECY OCC 140700
SUFMGMT . 140800

TYPIST. 140902
AIRCONDI 170100
BODYREP 170301

AOTOMECH 170302
CARPNTRY 171001

CONSTREL 171002
DRAFTING 171300
WELDING 1172306
COSMETOL 2.'17602
LAWENFOR 172802

ALL 11th & 12th GRADE PROGRAMS

ENROLL-

MENT
A HANDI-
.CAPPED

% DISADL
VANTAGED

t

°*:% LEP

5163

16271

4037
4094
1885
9230
6717
8207
25466.

4857
: 10684

23440
4335

1.16

.42

.85

6.00
1.08

'0

15,44
.48__

.94

.42

.48

.57

.54

e

,

15.21

.10.91

14.53

8.00
11.30
15.09

4.11

3.33
.63
1,89
3.02
3.02

3.01.

N.A. ,

N.A.

N.A.

N.A. ,
N.A.

,N.A.

N.A.

. N.A.
N.A.

N.A.

N.A.

NIA.

,N:A.

6397 1.84 7.12 -, N.A.

7691 1.27 18.1 N.A.

8440 4.31 11.21 N.A.

3581 1.71 7,46 N.A.

4589 .66 2.90 N.A.

25987 .13 2.43 N.A.

7044 .22 .76 N.A.

23626 2.04 4.07 N.A.

5519 1.80 9.08 N.A

7550 .86 3.95 N.A.

-12969 .37 2.60 N.A.

20598 .17 2.42

C.8279 .06 1.64

52536 .48.- 2.76 N:A.

5711 .26 3.45 N.A.

(, 3841 .65 5.38 'N.A.

12893 .82, 4.23 ,N.A.

4916 1.53 8.68 ', N.A.;

3614 3.16 6.62 N.A.

4193 .69 1.48 N.A.

6222 . .11 2.71 N.A.

4578 1.27 1.52 N.A.

8507 1.22 3.90 N.A.

292691 `1.33 5.19 N.A.

* Largest programs are those whichiaccount for 75_percent of enrollment in the

state at the secondary level.
-No
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Particip

PROGRAM NAME.

AGRIPROD
AGRIMECH
GENMERCH
CHLDCARE
CLOTHING
FOOD,MPS
BOOKACCT
COMPROG
GENOFFCL
'SECRETAR

CLKTYPST
AUTOMECH
CONSTIR
DRAFTIN
GRAPHAR
MACHSHOP
WELDING

ALL 11th & 12th'GRADE

Table VII-12C

ILLINOIS
on by Target Groups in Largest Programs* in State

Secondary, FY 1979

OE CODE

10100

10300
40800.
90201

90202
90203

140102
140203
140303
140702

1111Q901

02

171000
) 171300

171900
172302
172306

PROGRAMS

ENgOLL-
MENT

% HANOI-
CAPPED

% DISAD-
VANTAGED % LEP

3952 2.53 11.03 .08'

3141 3.06 13.66 0
12976 3.01 27.60 .29
8566 4.45 17.94 .21
4704 5.06 23.30 .28
10574 5.94 1 19.56 .29
23981 2.10

'' 20.70 .30
8727 2,23 27.54 . .72
9780 2.28- 31.22 .56
29888 1.46 ' 10.45 .07
7956 1.40 13.75 .3G
11216 3,61, 16.05 .26'
.11530

,'

2.96 12.09 .16
7643 2.41 ? 11.33' .22
3946

3597
3.85
3.67

15.64

14.04-
.

.23
,
.33

3107 3.09 15.61 .19

219587 4.17 17.25- .25

*Largest programs are those which account for 75 percent of enrollment in the
state at the secondary level.

,

3.25

285



'r

.-,1

)-

.:,:'t : ,:-., Table V1I-13A
-1
At_ COLORADO

Participaymof Target Groups in Largest Programs* in State

\:.
,:l Postsecondary, FY 1979

4,.

.0k.

PROGRA NAME OE CODE
, ENROLL-

MENT
% HANOI:
.CAPPED

% DISA6-
VANTAGED. cii LEP-

GENMERCH t 40800 909 .23. 11: 1 .68 ..

REALEST ".` 41700 853 0 10.50 .55
NURSING 70301 1039 .59 16.82'; 1.07
OTHRNURS 70 is 1083 0 46.25 0
-MEDEMERG 70707 1318 L18 37.65 '2.35
CHLDCARE , 90201. 457 .38 10.98 .0
ACCOUNT -,;140100- 2518 ' .38 19.59 .64
DATAPROS .140299
GENOFFIS 140300

784

1011

.27

16.50
32.34
34.50

2.17'

.50
SEC.STEN 140700' 1900 . .10 , 18.38 0........ .41&
SUP.ADNN 140800 3697 .21 , 18.60 .75
TRONTEGH 160108 1915 .75 21.30
FIRETECH 160602
COPTECH 160605

695
1200 ''

0

.48 A:4499
0

.72
OCCSAFTY 169900 1700 .30 10.61 .76
IRADAND 17000 2186 NA NA NA
BODYREP- 470301 651 0 . 7.02'

A

.41
AUTOMECH- 170302 1125 1.104, 13.60 , 4 '

AUTOSPEC 170303 493 .25 6.73 .25 '
CARPNTRY '171001 507 1.52 9.1'4 2.03
INDMAINT 171099 641 .9 14.68 .92
'MACHSHOP 172302 515 -* 1.52 18.24 .30
WELDING

4. 172306 1298. .42 5.72 .42
. ..

ALL POSTSECONDARY PROGRAMS 19225 , .64 13.06 '326

ft

4,5

*largest programs are those which account for 75% of enrollment in the state
at the seco ary level.
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Table VII-13B

'. ILLINOIS

Participation by Target Groups in Largest Programs* in State
Postsecondary, FY'1979

,PROGRAM NAME OE CODE

ORNIHORT
, 10500

GENMERCEr. 40800
REALEST ,'41700
SMBUSMGT .'49901_
NURSING, 70301

. PRACNURS 70302
RADITECH .70601
CHLOCARE, 90201
BOOKACCT% 140102 '
BO, DP -140200
COMPPROG 140203
EDUCASST 140601
EXECSfft . 140701:.
SECRETAR 140702
ADMINASS 140801
ARCHTECH. 16003

AUTOTECK: 160104
TRONTECH '160108
MECHTgCH . 160113

4 fIRETECH 160602
COPTECH 160605
AIRCONDI 170100.
AUTOMECH 170302
DRAFTING 171300
FOREMAN 1717.00
MACHSHOP 172302
WELDING 172306
,COSMETOL 172602-
tAMENFOR- 172802

ENROLL- % HANDI- % DISAD=
'MENT CAPPED VANTAGED

'1221

2300
3509

2238
9467
2803

1111'

4507
10861

3230

1438

1104

7596
4362

1135

1335

4079
1266

1010
1205
1352

2303
2052

3210" . 1122

3114
. 1158'
4981

LARGEST POSTSECONDARY PROGRAMS : 119579
.

%LEP

1.06 3.69 .33
.70 . 2,91 0
.51 1.05 0

1.07 5.05 .36
.80 13.08 .43

4:17 14;27 :39
.90 3.78 .27

1.11 .18./7 .24
.87 17.11 1.52

1.00 7.26 .79
.77 3.90 .03

2.02 '16.76 0
2.36 16.67 0
1.38 7.70 .41

.60, 4.91 0

1.67 . 16.83 ..09

.67 1.95 .07

.98' 6.45 ,22

3.55 ,47
. 0 1.09 .30
, .58 3.57 .17

2.5,9 .59

-.63 4.43 . 6.3,
.17 .17 .08
.45 3.74 0
.88 .06

2.25 12.87 0
.52; 5.28 .14

1..00 8..35 .44

".-.*.Largest prograMs..aA those which account for75 percent f enrollment-in the.
state at the postsetondary level, -

..

It

4 °

.s. .1

O

A
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II. Relationship Between Program Offerings and
Occupational Opportunities and Expected Wages

To understand better the sitt444.capce of differences in rates

of participation of target populations in.differenevocational

education programs, we undertook an analysis of the job opportunities,

-and expected wage levels associate 'th various vocational educa-

tion programs. This enabled us examine the extent to which
o

COG

minorities, women, the handicapped,' and disadvantaged were enrolled

in programs preparing 'students for occupations in which there was

a high likelihood of employment and of earning above average wages.

We considered such programs.to be higher in quality than those pre-

paring students for occupations with relatively few employment

opportunities or relatively low wages.

Applying' the term ''quality" to programs on the basis of fndi-

cato4A that measure labor market conditions rather than ch'aracter*-

istics of the programs may be challenged. Certainly these are not

sufficient inCiftfao;ss of program quality,' far they ignore a'nuMber

of other important program features such as experience of the

instructor; whether the curriculum'and equipinent are 4 to date,

whether 'supplierare adequate, and so forth. .Nevertheless,,if.not
,

sufficient indicators of quality, these Measures of, labor market

conditfons seem*to us to be :necessary, indicators. It is difficult

to defend continuing to. operate programs that are not likely to ,

lead to jobs related to the training. Continuing programs that

supply low saying 'Occupations ins.whiCh there are numerous, job'oppor-.
*g
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tunities may be more defensible, but mast observers would not consider

these high quality training opportunities.

A. Relating Vocational Education Programs to Occupations, Employment

Opportunities, and Wage Levels. Deriving two separate measures of program --

quality,, one based on employment opportunities and the other on expected

hourly wages, is a complicated process of matching vocational education

progralns to specific occupations and then merging this match with data

.

,on labor' market supply and demand and.wage level information. For the
4

first step, matching programs to occupations, we relied ptimaridy on a

"crosswalk" prepared by the National Occupational Information Coor-

dinating Committee (NOICC).* This publication links the six-digit

instructional nrogram codes used by the U.S. Department of Education

to occupational clas'sifiCation systems such as the Dictionary of

Occupation Titles (DOT), the Standard OccurSational _Cla=ssification

(SOC), Occupational:and Employment Statistics (OES), and the Cen§us

Occupational System. For the majority of instructional programs,

identifying the associated occupation is straightforward. However,

this may be especially difficult rin some instances; there may be

. readily apparent specific occuapatio associated with the Program; or

there nay be, more than one occupation for which the program, prepares

students.

In using the NOICC crosswalk, as well as the Occupational Outlook

'Handbook'prepared by the U.S. Department of Labor,** we sWdght to
.

National Occupational Information Coordinating 0ommittee, Vocational
'Preparation and Occupations, VoluMe 1, 1979%

**
U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor StatisticS, Occupational

Outlook Handbook, 1980-81 Edition, Washington, D:C.: 41SGPO,,, 1980."
er,
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identify at least one suitable occupational title for each six-digit

instructional program title. We excluded from consideration non-

Occupationai consumer and homemaking programs,'ai well as broad

based introductory courses in each of the major two-digt program
,

areas (agriculture, "distributive education, health, etc. ).

. With this inventory of instructional prograTs,and.occupational

..titles, we derfved two indices crrquality'., The. first, expected

,hourly wages, was derived using data supplied by Occupational Outlook

Handbook, 1980 -el. Selecting figures on average hourly earnings

(converting weekly or annUal °earnings as necessary), we assigned

an average hourly wage to each program.. In cases-where a program

prepared students -for more than one occupational title, we averaged

hourly wages for. each occupation and assigned this result to the°
.

program.. Note that this figj.ire is the averse all persans

.4

290'

employed in that occupation, not the entry level wage.. ConseqUedtly,

it is the wage that one could expect to earn if he or she remained

employed in the occupation for several years.

The second_tivality measure, emffloyment opportunities, is more

complex, derived from cdritinirig four different but related measures:

1: .' the changein:average hourly earnings fOr a parti-
cular occupational title between 1970 and 19.78; used,
as a measure nf change in demand and supply

estimates of future employment opportunities supplied I

in the Occupational OutInok.Handbook A

3. the projected average of annual.openings from 1976
to 1985,' available from the Bureau of Labor Statistics
(Occupational Projections and Training Data, Bulletin
2020, April 1379)

4. estimates of employment opportunities relative to
present, employment presented in state plans fbr
vocational education or accountability reports.

y.
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The first'three measures all relied on national data," While:Vie fourth

was specific to each state.

To combine these four measures'into a single index, programs

were first ranked on each measure from lowest to highest. Programs

were then divided into quartiles based on enrollments, i.e., the

ot.
lowest programs accounting for 25 percent.of total enrollments were

all assigned to .the bottom quartile and given a score of.one. 'The

.4

next set of low scoring programs accounting for another,25 percent

of tnr,ollments were assigned the second lowest quartile and given

score of two, and so on.- -Thus, every program-had a score ranging

from one to four meach measure., These four scores were summed,

and programs were rankedon this total scone. As was done with

each of tht component measures,'O'rograms were divided intdquartiles

based on enrollment and assigned a score from one to four (low to

high) on an employment opportunity index:

B. -Participation'by Race and Sex in Programs Ranked in Terms of

Wage'Levels and Employment Opportunities. 'Table VII-14 displays for

four states the sex and race composition of secondary' programs ranked
_ .

in terlms 04expected wages.* The most striking feature of the table is .

the very high,Concentration df boys in programs with high wage opportunities

and the corres0ohdingly,low concentration of girls. In all four states,

.over 35 percent of all boys enrolled in vocational education are enrolled .

in programs with the highest expected wages. In none of these states does

the proportion'of girls in these high wage-programs exceed 11 percent.
,

* .
.,

'Constraints on time and resources permitted us to perf'o'rm this
analysis in only five states. Results for South.Dakota will be added
in the next draft.

33 ,1
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Table VII -14 ,

Analysis of Participation of Ethnic/Sex Groips in Vocational Programs ".
Classified by Program WageAndidator
Secondary Level (11th & 12th Grade)

f

State Enroll. % Male % Female % White' % Black % Hisp. % Asian % Native Am. I

California

25.8
27.2

21.1'
21.0

277,743

34.2
19.7

20.3

25.8.
`s,,

31,240 ,

26.1

27.7.

26.0.
20.1

206,767

24.9
25.0
23.9

26.2
, .,-

215,973-

13-.3

16.8
27.1

42.8

122,830

13.8

16.2.

9,7
50.4

14,126

14.6
18.2
32.0

35.2

80,134

.

10.3
12.3
34.0

43.4

107,045

*

-

/

35.7
35.4
25.2

.3.7

154,913

.

51.0
'22.7

20.8
5.4

17,114

:

'33.4

33.7.
22.3
10.6-

126;633

.. 39.3

37.5

-13.9
9.4

168928

..- ,

25.8

27.9
27.5

18.9'

179,715

33.1\
19.5

21.4
26.0 -

25,358

2311

27.4
28.1

21.3 -

147,412,

.23.9
24.5

24.5 .

27.0

159,667

.

22.7
25.1

22.4

29.84

30,521
It

54:5
20.8 :.

-8.7

-15.2 .

.

1%167

37.2
25.8 -

19.9 _

17.1

41,735

-29.6

-26,1 .3

21.5
. 22.8

37,140

27.1

24.3
24.0

24.6

54,647

35.4

20.9

16.7
27.0

4,222

.,

24.8'

35.0

.23.3

26.5

35.9

22.7

14.9

11,339

36.8

18.4

28.8

16.4.

212

22.7
- 33.0

25.0

' 31.0

. 28.3
25.0

15.8

1,521

. .

25.6

19.9

18.5
35.9

281

.

27.2
25.2

18.9
28.6

206'

,_

29.7

27.0

18.,9

24,3

185

1 Low
2 Low-Med.
3 High-Med.

4 High

TOTAL.

Colorado

1 Low
2 Low-Med.

3 High -Med.

.4'High"

TOTAL -

Fio4da

1 -Low:

-2 Low-Med.

3 High-Med.
4 High

TOTAL ,

,

Illinois

16.9

16,125

23.7

30.2

20.9 .:

25.1

7,709'

19.3

1,286

//'-'
23.6

24,7.

22.7

29.1

,272

1 LoW
2 Low-Med.

3 High-Med.
,4 High

TOTAL



At the other end of the scale, from 33 percent of girls in Florida

to over 50 percent of girls in Colorado are enrolled in programs

with the lowest wage expectations. Tlie pattern persists at the

postsecondary level (Table VII-15), where as. few as seven percent

and not more than 13 percent of women enrolled in vocational education

.are in programs with the highest expected wage levels. Similarly,

from 34 ta 41 percent?of postsecondary female students are enrolled

in the lowest Programs com red to a range of 11 to 22-percent for men.'-

Patterns of racial.an ethnic bias are not as pronounced. In

three of-the four states, the proportion of non-Hispanic whites

enrolled in the highest wage secondary programs exceeds' the propor-

ton of blacks, Also in these.three states, from 30 percent.to 54

percent of all black students are concentrated in the lowest wage

programs, compared to a range of 22 to 33'percent fof' whites.

Interestingly, in California, the percentage ofblack secondary

'students enrolled in the highest wage programs is 30 percent compared,

to 19 'permit for whites.' At the postsecondary level, black Students

in all four states are more heavily concentrated in the lowest wage'

programs, but, with the exception of Illinois, are not dispropor-

tionately represented in the highest wage programs.

In 6states where*other minority groups constitute a significant

,

portion of enrollments, there is nb_consisient'pattern of dispropor-

tionate representation. In Florida, Hispanic secondary students.
A .

are somewhat underrepresented in high wage programs, 17 percent
O

compared to 21 percent.for other,white students, but they are either,

proportionately or overrepresented in7the other three states. In

333
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° Table VII-15
,

Analysis of Participation of Ethnic/Sex Groups in Vocational PrograMs
Classified by Program Wage Indicator

Postsecondary Level

State Enroll. % Male % Femle % While % Black % Hisp. % Asian % Native Am.

California

31:1

21.1

25.7
.22.1

512,069

.

.

23,.4

29.0
26.5
21.1

33;210

.

.22,3

23.6
29.7

, 24.4

76,631

23.2

28.2

24.6
24.0

117,070

22.3
20.8

25.7

31.3

275,548

16.0
32.4 °._
20.5 11F'

, 32.2 .

18,755
. ,

.

14.2
26.7
22.0

/ 37:1

35,933

10.6
35.3

16.9
37.2'

55,241

41.3
21.6
25.8

11.4

236,521

.

. 30:9
20.3

26
22.0

394,741

,

34.9

21.7'

2&.3

21.1

39;541

30.5

24.9

20.5

24.0

48,692

29.1

26.0

24.2

20.7.

23,837

,

.

'.

'

,

.

,

34.5

21.4

24.7

23.4

5,258
.

27.4

25.4
19.9.

27.4

351

.

21.0

23.5
29.4
26.1

272

,

23.0
30.7

'22.0
24.3

482

.

1 Low

2 Low-Med.
3 High-Med.
4 High

TOTAL

Colorado

1 JAW
2 Low -red.

3 High-Med.
4 High

TOTAL

Florida

-34.3 .

24.6 ,-

,34.4
6.7

14,455'k

29.4

20.8
..36:5

11.3,

40,698

. .

34.5
21.8
31.5
12.3

.61,829

23.2

29.9
.27.1

19.8
.

28,594

,

21.5
22.7

. 31.6

', 24.3

'57,847

21.8'

28.3
25:2

24.7

93,155

2-7.6

19.6
30.9,
21.9

1.

1,332

27.2
23.7
23.E

25.5

12,317

, 29.9

27.0
22.5
.20.7 :

-18,908

23.2

23.7
19.4
33.7

2,520

,

.:19.9-

31.5
24.6

24.0

5,486

'23.8
31.1

21.0

24.1.

3,108.

.

24.2

28.6
--.° 22.8

24:5

'413

18%5

35.4
22.1

24.0

709
,

.

24.0.

31.8
23.0

21.3

1,407

I Low
2 Low-Med.

3.00High7Med.

4 High

TOTAL

Illinois.

1. Low

2 Low-Med.
3 High -Med.

4 High

TOTAL.



California, the state with the largest Asian population, there is

a larger proportion of Asian students, 62 percent, in the bottom..

two quartiles than there is for whites, 53 percent.

At the postsecondary level, the proportion of Hispanic.students

enrolled in'the highest quartile equals'or exceeds the proportion

of other: white students in all four states. In California, the

higher.corictntration of Asian students in the two lower quartiles'

persists at the postsepmdary level but is not as striking; 55 percent

of Asian students are enrolled in:these two quartiles compared to

51 percent of whites.

Tusrning to the second indicator of program quality, employment

opportuhities, a very different pattern emerges. Tables VII-16 and

VII-17 display the distribution of dents by race and sex when

programs are ranked on this indicator. In three of the four,states,

the proportion,of Tirls. in programs with the highest likelihood.of

employment far exceeds the proportion of boys. In these states,

A
the proportion of girls in these programs ranges from 43 to 46 perCent

while the range for boys is 11 to 18 percent. The pattern is repeated

at the postsecondary level, where from 23 to 511 percent of women

students are in programs with high employment opportunities, compared

to a ranger of 5 to 15 percent for the-en. The pattern for Colorado

ilwon.exception at both level*, ,

For themost part racial and-ethnic minorities are distributed

"among quartiles in the .same relatiye,numbers as whites. One exception

occurs in Illinois where black, Hispanic, and ,Asian students are
.

. uriderrepresented in the highest quartile and overrepresented in the .

.

middle'tWo. .

411

65
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Table VII-16

Analysis of PariXicipation of Ethnic/Sex Group in Vocational PrOgralfls
Classified by Employment Opportuniti Indicator

SeCondary Level (11th & 12th rade)

State Enroll. % Male % Female % White % Black % [Mp. %Asian % Native Am.

California

11.7

37.5

,18.7
32.1

269,610

.

33.3

30.6
19.3

16.8

31,2378--.

.

.35.7
18.4.

17.3

28.6
. ,

189,673

30.5

14.4
26:2
28.9

208,341

.

21.5

45.2
15.4

17.9

116,580

17.2

53.1

'13.1

16.6

14,124

47.6"'
13.8

.21.8

16.9

73,933

53.2

13.1

23.1

10.7
/ .

101,671 ..

,

.

4.2

31.6
21.2

43.0

153,029

\
46.6

1.1.9

24.4

.17.0
..

° 17:114

s 14

'28.2

21.3
14.5

44.8

L1.5,740 e
. .

;

,8.9

15.6

,29.1

46.3

166,670

11.8
X7.2
18.8
32.3

175,625

33.2

31.5
18:8

16,4 ,

28,35j
.

t

,,,,,,

0 ,e7

,- 35.2 '

16.a.
..

17.9 .

31.:0

142,294

31.7

)2;3
24.7 .

-31.3

,

.163,551

13.6
35.8

19.9
30-.6

28,653

40.6
17.8'

23.3

18,3
'::- --.

1 166
?
,..,

.

29.4

',21,54'

'13©0

, 34.1 '

.

40,248.

.

'125.7

21.'4_

32.1

20.8

36,091'

11.1

40.
17.4

3fi.8

52,760

.

32.2

28.0

21.i

18.7

.4,222 %
/ °

.

..;,' 33.7

1 15.
1,2 :7

' 38'
, '',

":15',Y44

t,

2114

25,3
29.6,'

47:7
. r°

7,381

.

/ 9.3
34.1

20.3

3604

11,081

.

40.1

27.4

17.4

15.1

212
.. .

_ _

3441
12.5
17.7

3 35.8
,

''

- 1;236

0

.

_11.6 '''

. 2 .4'.
.26.3

AZ
-

, "1,141'

.

I

.

-

.

.

10.8
39.3'

17.9

32:1

1,490'

.

23.8

35.9

20.6

19.6

281

34.5

18:7
24.'k
22.7 .

....

'`-- 203
.

r

44

27.T:-.'

13.0
30.5,

29:4

177

A

11
..

.

.

I

-

1 Low
b

2 Low-Med.

3 High-Med.

4 High

TOTAL

Col orad&

1 Low
2 Low-Med.

'3 High-Med.
4 High

.

TOTAL

Florida

1 Low .

2 Low -Med.

,3.High-Med.

4.0High -

TOTAL

Illinois

1 Low
2 Low-Med.

3 High-Med.

4 High
.

TOTAL



Table VII-17

Analysis of Participation of Ethnic/Sex Groups in,Vocational Programs
Classified by Employment Opportunities Indicator

PoStsecondary Level

State Enroll. ,% Male % Female % White %Black. % Hisp. % Asian % Native Am.

California .

.

.

.

.1 Low 19.2 24.5 12.6 19.1 17.6 .19.0 21.9 19:4

2 LOwrMed. 29.9 31:3 28.3 29.8 30,1- 30.7 30.3 30.6

3 High-Med. 32.4 30.8 34.3 33.2 29...5 28.9 32.2 30.2

4 High 18.5 13.0 24.8 , 17.9 22.7 21.4 15.6 19.9

TOTAL 504,806 271,138 233;668 389,467 38,766 47,961 23,453 5,159

Colorado .

1 Low . 28.4 31.5 24.5 28.8 '26.3 24.6 32.9 23.7

2 Low-Med. 25.5 27.2 23. 24.9 30.0 28.5 , 25.4 29.1 .

3 High-Med. 25.5 18.1 34. 24.9 28.1 29.0 28.1 , 27.9

4 High ^20.7 23.3 . 17.4 21.3 15.6 17.9 13.6 19.4

TOTAL 33,174 18;726 14,448 28,561 1,332 2',517 413 _ ,351

Florida .
.

:''

1 Low - 31.0 , 41.1' 23.3 29.4 33.7 41.3 , 35.3 32.8

2 Low-Med.' 19.9 28.7 12.5 19-.8 21.8 17.3 24.1 18.5

3 High -Med. '34.3 26:2 41.1 36.8 27.1 25.1 29.1 34.3

4 High 14.9 5.0 23.1 14.1 17.4 16.3 _" 1.1.5 14.3

TOTAL 74,662 34,346 40,316 ,56,268. T2,044 5,397 688 . 265

Illinois
, /

.

. , .

llow 26.O 41-9' 11.9 27.0 21.i- 27.5 24.1 2/.7

2 Low-Med. 24.0 20.1 27.6 A 21.8 33.6 27.7 31,5 , 25.8

3 High-Med. 16.7 23.2 1p.8 17.5 13.3 14:6: 14.1 14.3

.4 High 33.3 14.9 49.8 33.8 . 31.7 ' 30.2 30.3 32:1

...,,

TOTAL 115,105 54,412 60,693 91,423 18,744 3,072 , 1,390 476
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C. Participation by'Handicapped and Disadvantaged Students. Tables

VII-18 and VII-19 display tfie distribution of handicapped and disadvantaged

students among programs ranketi by expected wage levels. In thZthree
4

states for Which data are available, there is a greater proportion of

handicapped secondary students enrolled in high wage programs than the

prOportion of students generally. For example, inFlorida, where 20

percent of all students are enrolled in high wage programs, 29 percent

. of all handicapped students are enrolled in these programs. However, in

110-

both Florida and Illinois, there is also a greater proportion of handicapped..

students enrolled in the lowest wage programs.

At the postsecondary level, in the twoistates 'for which data

are mailable, there are relatively tower proportionof handicapped

students enrolled in high wage programs.' Thut, 17 percent of hane-

capped students in Colorado are enrolled .in high wage postseeendary-

programs compared to 23 percent of the total enrollment. In Illinois,

/

the figures are almost identical. Similarly, in both states, handi-

-,

cappped students are relatively more concentrated in the lowest wage

programs than students generally.

At the secondary level, disadvantaged students are more41e6ily

concentrated in the lowest wage programs in, all three states. however,

in both Florida and Illinois, they are proportionately represented

in the highest wage programs. At:the postsecondary'level,,disadvah-

taged students are overrepresented in the 'lowest wage Programs and

underrepresented in the highest.

In the two states for which data .'re aVailable, the absolute:

number of LEP students is so small that comparisons should be viewed

.0"

, v
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Table VII -18

Analysis of Participation of Target Populations
in Vocational Programs

Classified by Program Wage Indicator
Secondary Level (11th ei-12th Grade)

r..

r

State
.

t

.

% Handicapped % Disadvantaged
4

% LEP .% Total

. . .

-California _

1 Low , n.a. . n.a.-", n.a. 25.8
2 Low-Medium h.a. n.a. _ n.a. 27.2
3 High - Medium na n.a., n.a. 26.0
4 High n.a. n.a. n.a. 21.0

Colorado

1 Low
' 22.5 36.0. 15. 9' 25.8

2 Low-Medium 14.4 16.9 29.6 27.0
3 High-Medium . 24.8 26.4 31.5 18.4
4 High 38.4 20.7 23.0 28.8

TOTAL 597 r,196 (" 631
. _

Florida -
.

1 Low 37.9 49.7 n.a. 26.1
2 Low-Medium 14.0 . 9.3 . n.a. 27.7
3 High-Medium ,1-9.3 21.3 . n.a. % 26.1

4 High 28.8 19.8 n.a. 20.1

TOTAL - 11,180 2,498 n.a.

4111inois
.

\\1 Low .i.t

2 Low-Medium
33.9.
.13.5

28.8
21.5 ,

30.7'
17.0

24.9
25.0

.3 High-Medium 24.2 , '?3,7 2076 23.9
4 High 28.5 26.0 31.8 26.4

TOTAL 1,176 - 9,869' 516 .

n.a. = not available 1,

J

339

1 a

4

299
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Table VII-19

Analysis .of Participation of Target Populations
in Vocational Programs

Classified by Program Wage Indicator
Postsecondary Level

State' s % H iicapped % Disadvantaged % LEP % Total

'California

'

n.a.

n.a.

n.a.

n.a.

.

48.6
22.9
11.0

17.4

327

S
n.a.

n.a.

'' n.a.

n.a.

n.a:

.

,,

28.7

- 32.9
21.0
1 .

.

1;176

.

.

,

.

.

<

.

n.a.

n.a.

n.a.

n,a.

27.4
32.4
22.4
17.8

,...-.

*3,580

n.a.

n.a..

n.a.'

ma.

n.a.:

.

.28.2 .

35.5.1

, 20.8'
15.5.-

,7:9,869

,

,

-

.

.

...

.

1,'

n.a..

n.a.

n.a.

n;a.

26.0
20.7
36.) ' '

.17.2

285 -,

!

n.a., .

n.a.

n.a., 4
n.a.

-

n.a.

:

22.5
46.1.

-12.8
18.6

., .

516
.

'

.

.

.

..

.

31.1

21.1

25.7

'22.1

.

21.1

26.5

29.0
254

.,

.

-

.

.23.2 ,

28.2 .,
24,6

24:Q
.-

.:,

.

1 Low
2 Low - Medium

3 High-Medium
4 High

TOTAL

Colorado

1 Low
2 LowAledium
3 High-Medium
4 High >

TOTAL

.

Florida

1, Loy

2 Low-Medium
3 High-Medium
4 Higt. 4

TOTAL

Illinois,Illinois

1 Low , ,

2 Cow-Medium
3 High-Medium
4 Htgh
,. .

.

'TOTAL

. .

, .

n.a. = not available

.

34q
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cautiously. Ln both states, LEP'studentsappear to be underepresented

in theo.highest wage programs at the postsecondary level, but the

patter'nis mixed at the secondary level.

. Tables VII-20 and VII-21 display corresponding distributions

7

with respect to emploYment opportunities. In Colorado, handicapped
.40

students are repativelyinore concentrated. in secondary programs

with the highest opportunities; but in the other two states they

'are underrepresented in these programs. At the postsecondary level,

they areoverrepre§ented in the higheit programs in both Colorado ,

and Illinois.

There are'relatively fewer disadvantaged students in the highest

5 , gi ,

quartile 'cif secondary Rrograms in Colorado and Illinois, but a pro-
,...,, 7k

tionite number in Florida. At the poftsecondary level, they are
s.

slightly Underrepresented in Colorado and somewhat overrepresented

in Illinois. Additionally; in Illinois, t.EP students are under-,
; .

represented in the highest, programs at both secondary and postsecondary

'levels.

0. Program Quality by Stratum. To
.

lives affects his or her access to

and high, employment opportunities,

among the four program classifications in'each of the five categories of

ermine whether where,a student

rograms with high AO expectations

We analyzed the distribution "of students

o '1
LEA size-. Tables VIi:-22 and- VII-23 report theesults for the wage level

indicatory and Tables VII-24iand report the results for the

employment opportunities indicator.

Although there is much,variatiOn among 'strata on the wage\Nvel

indicator, naconsistent pattern 'across states emerges. Secondary

.

q4i

.1\



Table VII-20 .-

Analysis of Participation of Targdt PopulatioWs .

e. in Vocational Programs
Classified by Empkoyment Opportunities Indicator

.44Secondary Level (11th & 12th Grade)

State- %.Handicappg0

,

%Disadvantaged ,% LEP

-

. i Total

.

California

.

,

n.a.

n.a,

n.a.

rv.a.

18.3 i

38.9 4-
-

21. '-.,

9

A

20.9)

597

28.3

.24.4
22.8
24.5

10,803-
,.

.

31.7

10.9
31.5 - .

25.9

6,703 '0/

,

)

. .

n.a.

n.a.

n.a,

n.a.

32.5
27.2
28.6

'11:8

1,992 ',

. 21.5 .

33.3
19.0

28.1 -).

2,286 I"

.,

28.5
16.6.

33.0."

y0n.

36,438:

,

.

*

,

(

- .

n.a.

n.a. .,

n.a.

n.a..

:

.

,22:2

3o.2
30.3
17.3 ..

630

.

,n.a.

n.a."

n.d.-:

n.a.

-n.a.

34.4
16:5
31'.0

18.2

529 .

.

..

.
.

.

11.7

37.4
18.7

, 32:1,'

31.0
31.6

, 22.5
14.9

.

35.7
18.-44

17.3
286

.

,

30.5
14.3'
26.2
29.0

. .

1 Low
i.1.1 Low-Medium

3-High-Medium
4 High

TOTAL,

Colorado
.

1 Low
2 Low-Medium
1 High-Medium

-,4'High

TOTAL'

FlOrida

1 Low ...'

2 Lbw-Medium
3 High-Medium ,

4 High

TOTAL
, .

,

Illinois .

1 Low di'.

2 Low-ilediuM
3 High - Medium

4 .High
.

TOTAL

n.a. = not available

342
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Table .VII -21

Analysis of Participation of-Target Populations
in Vocational Programs --

Classified bytmployment Opportunities Indicator -

Postsecondary Level

303

State
-

%. Handicapped '%.Disadvantaged. i:LEP

.

% Total

.

California .

n.a
na.
n.a
n.a.

%

.

.
.

.

.

14.7
19.9
14.9

30.6

, .327

n.a.

n.a.
.

- n.a,

n.a'.

' n.a..

20.3
\
23.6
11.5'

, 44.7

1;444,

-

.

,

0,

:.'

.

. -n.a.

- n.a.

n.a'.1-

n.a.

4

. ..

24.3
20.5

,

28.6
'26.1 ,

,580

. -

n.a. .

n.a. c

3 n:a.

n.a.
,

, o.a.

,

20.4'

34.3

'8.1

37.1

9,719 -

.

.

.

,

n.a -,
- na'

n.a.'

n.a. -

.

31.9'
16.5

,25.3

26.1

285

n.a.

n.a.

n.a.

n.a..

.

n.a

J-

.

19.8
51.9
2.

25.5

491

. .

.

;

19:2

29.9

. 32.4

' 18.5

20.7

25.4
25.5.

28.4

.

.

..

.

,26.0
"24.0

16.7'

33.3

:-.

.

.

:

T Low
2 Low - Medium

3 Vigh-Medium
4 High

TOTAL"

Colorado
,

1 Low' .',
2,Low-Medium
3 High Medium
.4 Hio,

TOTAL"

Florida'

1 Low
2 Low-Medium
3 High-Medium
4 High

TOTAL. , ",
Illinois

1 Cow'

'2 Low-Medium
,3 'High - Medium

&High'

TOTAL

n.a. .'not available
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Table VII-22 .

Participation by Strata in Vocational Educatiori
Cl6ssified by Wage Level Indicatdr*

Secondary

Rural
. .

CALIFORNU
4 1

. 2

3

4

Total Number

28.58
22.25
33.51

15.66
16,083,

Oh Percentages)

Sma'll Large

Cities Cities

28.57 30.15,

28.83 34.65

27.64 21.31

.14.96 13.89

117,005 54,834

Suburban
Ring

26.23
29.09

25.84
18.83

41,578

Programs

.

Largest
Cityt

12.78
14.70

25.08
47.43
48,243 )

Total

25.79
27:19
26.02

21.01

277,743

COLORADO
'1

2

3

4

Total Number

,FLORIDA

1

2

3

4

Total Number

31.7

28.2
10.1

29.9
6,550

23.81

23.98
31.61

20.60'
17,541

20.3 33.4

34;5 22:1

15.9 25.9

29.3 18.6

6,484 5',282

25.93
27,.01

27.49

19.57
81',058"

25.5
16.6

22.7
35.2

13,104

38.5
15.5
24.5
9,315,

25.8
27.Q
18.4
28.8
40735

.

25.89.
26.64
24.88

2259
73,281

'2L10
3350-
22.35
16.05

34,887

26,10
27.72
26.Q5
20.13

.205t767,

,,ILLINOIS

, 2

- 3

A:
Total Number'"

21.92 '25.60

30.05 23.81

25.14 24.02
22.90 26:58

36,474 56,056

19.91

23.08
25.46
31.56
6,430

SOUTH DAKOTA

3

4

,Total Number

0.17
80.27

12.94
6.63

603'

5.16
35.16
40.32,

19.31V-

310

- -

29,18
19.58
24.62
26.61

68,037

21.00
30.35,
21.53
27.12

48,976

0 7.69

100.00 6.02.

0 55.18

O. 31.10
64' 299

24.89

'24.99
211.87

26.24
.215,973

18.31

37.99

32.74
10.95
1,96r

1=Low. =Low=Medium, 3=High-M9dium, 4=High
.

Itt-

A

344
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Table 'VII -23

Participationtby Strata in Vocational Education Programs
Classified by Wage Level Indicator*

Postsecondary .

(In Perdentages)

Rural
Small Large
Cities- Cities

Suburban
Rina

Largest
City Total

'CALIFORNIA

32.77
'24.64

23.27
19.

14,766

20.6

-27.3

43.2
8.7

3,955

-

=1N12

11.89'

47.08
1,506

19.66

34.66
20112

25.56.
12,291

.

.

,

,

.

)

.

6

33.61

19.37
27.13
19.90

250,705

19.8
16.5

40.2

23.5

6,168

21.35
22.92
-29.48
26.25

35,351

-.54
29.18
20.95
30.33
31,666

.

,
.

.

.

.

.

, 26.23

21.88
25.11

26.77
160,303

27.4
20:1

24.5
27.9

6,439
. .

,

26.45
20.33

,1 31.21

22.01

23,446-

25.75
39.94

.23.27
11.04
3,778

-

,
0

-

.

-

28.21

22.78
.25.28

23.73
51,285

18.9

31.4

24.7

25.0

13,810

---
---

---'

23.52
22.70 '

28.01

25.76,

47,518

I
,

.

(

.

-

.

38.40
26.37

20.21

15.02
35,010

20.4

38,4
15.6

25.6

2,835

14.-,95,

34.29
28.85

21.92
11,328

29.32
33.05

25.20
.12.42

21,817'

N

,

.

.

i

Is
.

- ....

. .

.

31.06
21.13

25.73
, 22.08
612,069

1 21.1

26.5

29.0
23.4

33,210

22.30
23.5

29.688)

24.44
76,631

,

. 23.20
28.20
24.59

. 24.01
117,070

, A

,

s

.

r-

.

M. 1

1 2

3

4

Total Number

COLORADO
I 1

I

2

,

3

1 . 4
total Number

I

FLORIDA

1

1

3 '

4,1
;Total Number.,,

IILLIROIS
1

,2
. 3

. 4

Total Number'

NEW YORK
1

2

3

. 4

Total'NuMber
w

SOUTH DAKOTA'
T

2

3

, 4

Total Number

TEXAS' -

.--1

2
, 3

4

Total Number

*
1=Low, 2=Low-Medium, 3=High-Medium,4=Righ

34.5
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Table .VII-24 .'
. .

1

Participation by Strata in Vocational Education Programs
PClassified by Empl6ymentOpportunities Indicator*

Secondary
(In.Percentages)

'Small Large
Rural Cittes Cities

CALIFORNIA
1. 15.04

2 40.06

3 12,75

4. 32.15

Total Number 16,039

10.61

36.78
16.78
36.83

115,177

5.17

39..08

19.77
36.00

53,788

,;Suburban Largest '
Ring , ,City Total

16.39

'37.19.
18.84
33.58
40,421

22.52
39.28

24.40
13.80

44,1841

COLORADO

1

2

3

4

Total Number

d

30.8.

45.3

11.6

12.2

6,550.

33.3

26.2
26.2
13.9

6,484

23.5
40.8
21.1,
14,6

. 5,279 .

FLORIDA'
1

2

3

4

Total Number

38.68
23.32
11.44
26.56

16,3/4

35.21

17:68
16.48
30.63

77,968

ILLINOIS
1 32.93 29.99

.

2 10.36 11.10 t
i

0

3 . 20.93 22.1'6

.. = 4 35.79 36.75

:Total Number 35,634. .54,004

.SOUTH DAKOTA
1 61.94
2 4.68

3 . 10.66

4 22.72

Total Number 854

25.19
16.15

15.19
43.46

.520

20.0.
11.5'

1.26.8

35.5 4,

'13,104.

27.3'

. 26.7

35.6
10.3

9,258

11.71
37.47
18.70
32.12

269,609
1.

31.0

31.6

22.5
14.9

40,675

32:07
',15,92

19.'48

32.54
71,777,,

5.96

1937
40.17.

ow..

(-

46.48
24.57
47.79
`11.16

23,554

35.72
18.36.

17.34
28.58

189,673

28.9i
J2.11:

30.35
28.63.

6;,060
VD

*1=Low, 2=Low-Medium, 3=High-Medium, 4=High
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38.97

. 25.31

_29.75
13.97

47,574

30.51

- 14.38

26.16(-,

28.95
208,341

,

100400, 0

35.40

,, 16.59
48.01

_ 67 . 452

4

.

38.40
15.00

12.94
33.65
1,893



j Table VII-25

Participation bY(Strata in Vocational Education Programs
Classified by Employment Opportunities Indicator*

; PostseCondary
.

Rural

(In Percentages)

Small

Cities
Large Suburban Largest
Cities Ring City Total

CALIFORNIA

2

1

3

4

ITotal Number '

1COLORADO

lk 1

2

3

4

Total Number
7

FLORIDA

Total

ILLINOIS

22.08
30.16
'27.03
20.73

14,551

18.86
28.52
34.83

17.78
246,819 . ,

17.58
.35.01

29.88
17.52

159,050

22.45
27.80

32.13 '

17.62

51,058

23.10

'18.83

29.58

28.49

33,328

35.9

21.9

22.8
'3,929

1

2
3c7-.

4

Number

8.11
19.46
11.62
60.8,1

740

26.1 .

20.2
15.1

38.6
5168

21.1

26.1

22.0

30.8
6,439

15.9

27.6

32.6
23'. 8

13,801

10.4

29.3

29.3
31.0

2,837

11.32
26(.20

20.48
42.00

.1!1,006

I I

18.35
27.71

24.86
29.09

11,084

1

2

3

c 4

Total Number

NEW YORK
1.

2

3

Tot Number

29.55
14.60
'12.58

43.28 ,

12,182

19.19

29.90
32.43
18.48 .

504,806

20.7

25.4
25.5
28.4

33,174

9..47 13.90
31.57 27.01
29.50 22.64
29.45 1 36.45
2,027 27,857

9.25
19.07 Y. 22.53
15.70 .56 .

35.44 23.65
30,825 3,778

SOUTH DAKOTA
1

2

. - 3

4
Total Number

26.70 16.77 26:04
20.60 r 43.99

,#

24.04
20.43 10.85 16.66'
32.27 28,39 33.27

46,565 21,755 115,105 .

TEXAS

1

' 2

3

4
Total Number
-
* .

1=Low, 2=Low-Medium, 3=Higb-Medium, 4=High
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students in,rural areas are underrepresented in the highest wage

programs in three of the five states and proportilnately,represented "

in the other two. ConverselY, students in the 'largest city of each

state were relatively overrepresented in highest wage programs'in

' Los Angeles and Rapid City, South Dakota, underrepresentdd in Denver,.

and Dade County,; and proportionately represented Chicagb. At the

postsecondary level, again there is much variation among '..trata but

no consistent pattern across states'

With respect to employment opportunities, secondary students

in the largest city of the -state are relatively less concentrated

in programs witif the highest employment opportunities. Thus, 14

percent of Los Angel,es' vocational students are enrolldd in programs

with the highest wage opportunities, compared to 32 percent for the

state as a whole. In Denver; 10 percent of the students are in these

prdgrams compared to 15 percent for the entire state;. in Dadetounty,,

11 percent compared to 29 percent for 611 of Florida; and in Chicago,

ii.ercent compared to 29 percent for Illinois. Only in Rapid City,

South. bakota is there a lArger prbpbrtion:bf tudents,448 percent, ,

in the highest opportunjty,prOgrams than for 'the-state as a'whol,
s.1

34 Percent. Among the rural areas, students are proportionately
A.

enrolled,' relative to the entire state, in the highest scoring

. programs)n ill but Dakota, where they are underrepresented.

At the postsecondary level, however, patterns, are less clear. In

some states, a particular stratum is underrepresented in thethighest

quartile, while in other states, lt is not.
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E. Conclusions. This _section's analysis of participation in terms of

prograM quality underscores the significance of disproportionate repre-

sentation of women and minorities in particular vocational educatiAn

programs (see Section I). Enrollment in a particular program has

important implications for both the likelihood of securing employ-

,

ment related to training and the expected level of earnings. For

women, there isa,strong, consistent.pattern across the states.,

On the one hand, they are 9verrepresented in programs_ leading to

ottupations with the greateSi number of employment opportunities,,
,

but on the other hand, tiese'occupations tend to be among the lowest

Raying.- A similar but less pronouncedkpattern exists for black

students, while the results for other racial and ethnic minorities .

.do not deviate significantly from those non-Hispanic whites.

Data on handicapped, disadvantaged, and LEP students are limited,

and the absolute numbers are small. Consequently, it is-unwise to
ft

generalize. Among,the three states for which _data Are available;

O

ti

there is much variation. In all three, disadvantaged students are i

oncenlrated to programs with low expected wages.

Finally,*the results are consistent with a-frequently heard refrain

from those familiar with vocational education, namely that there is-great°

diversity among states. Diversity; however, need not preclude a federal

role. Rather, it emphasizes that federal policy concerned.with improving

' program quality and the access of_Specklpopulations to high quality

offerings mot be sensitive to differences' among states, among types.of,

districts within states, and among'different systems for delivering

vocational education. We shall have more to say on this in our concluding:
4

chapter addressing policy implications and potential future directions.
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CHAPTER VIII

- . Vocational Education in Large Cities

0 o C

We noted in Chapter LI the procedures we employed to study voca-,

T.
tional education in certain large cities and the reasons why it seemed

important to gain some first -hand knowledge of conditions,in those

cities. Interviews Were held in Los Angeles, Denver, Houston, Chicago;

Miami, Mew York City, and Boston.

Before launching into our more-detailed observations, we make two'

general observations. First,-specialized vocational high schools re

ppular institutions for students to attend. This popularity may stem

more from flight from the violence-wracked,inner city comprehensive high

school than from intrinsic merit of programs, but lt exists. In the

inner city, Specialized institutions cream studentS; they do not stand as.

a holding pool for academic rejects. As &corollary°, we were able to

.

observe that the old notion that n-vokies" do not proceed directly to four

year college-is obsolete. some.specialiied vocational high schools,

approximately 50 percent of graduates do just that.

The second gendral observation is this: Nocationa.keducation is

Strongly hierarchical in quality. We saw programs that would do-credit
,

to four year schools of engineering: :We visited programs of,-design

that are Oossibly unparalleled/in the World. We have Seenlavishly,

equipped facilitfes, dedidated fac ltyand hard working students.

Senior members of the project, all of whom have spent years as members

of education institutions, fou somervocational activities'

to be more exciting, and to attract more loyalty and commitment of

1,
39;0
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+L.

faculty and student body alike, 'than any academic, education activity

they are aware of. . It is in such institutions that completion and

placempnt rates run up to very high levels,

At the.other end of the spectrum, we have visited institutions

that have only recently dropped car washing from the curriculum and

that show dry cleaning as the most popular program (only three percent

- of:completers got jobs., we were told, but anyway the students could

clean their ow'n'and their neighbors' clothes). We have seen wending

shops in which the booths are falling over from rust. We have seen

a masonry shop empty-of tools of measurement and with the students work

clothes tossed in a- ty heap in the bottom of, a closet. We observe

students asleep at their desks and clasSrooms almost row upon row

empty for absence of instructors. Which is all to say that vocational

education in our cities refleCts the streNths of our technology
41

and our culture and it reflects the physical and spiritual.erosion of

A

concentrated poverty as well.

!:

I. Organization of the Vocational Education Delivery System in the Cities

City schoolldistricts have developed a number of different organi-

iational-arrangements for providing vocational education at the secondary'

level. Vocational programs are offered in comprehensive High schools,

vocational high schools, and vocational centers, each4having different

attendance_ areas and admission policies. Table VIII-1 shows the orga-
f

nization of the vocational education system in each city visited.

4
;
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Table VIII-1

Organization of 'Secondary Vocational Education in City Schobl Districts,

N

A.

NA

,

Comprehensive High Schools

With Vocational Education

.

Vocational

High

Schools

,

10 regular .

3 handicapped

0

4-

- 4

3 alternative

0 .

.

0 -

.

.

22 voc-tech
6 career focus

-.

Shared-Time
Vocational CenteKs-,

Regular
Vocational
Programs*

Special Prbgram
open city -wide

by application
,.

,
8

.
0

.

, 0

4

''

0 .

.

.

Shared-time
Programs

0 .

0

if

. 0

0

multiple
nlocations

9 1-

0

1 '

Secondary
Only

. 0

0

1

4.4".

0

0

-

O.

' 0

.

s,

.

Setondary
and ;

Adult

1

0

0

.

.

5
,

.

.

4

.,

,.

0

.

BOSTON

CHICAGO
q

DENVER -

HOUSTON

110S ANGELES

MIAMI

NEW YORK CITY

,

.

'

1

11

.

58

,

11_

-

19

49

. ,

-_ 68

10 alternatiVe
,

.

8 S. , 't

.

* A few of the academic high schools offe'r one or tvJO
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llA

As4a will discuss Wow, tHese a4angemen for providing vocational

4dUcation have a significant effect on the quality of vocational education
_

and the accessibility of vocational programs. In-this,section, we will .

\
. .,

. .

describe the different types of organizktional.arhangements in the cities.

A. Comprehensive High Schools. In six Of the cities visited,
-

f.
-;

at least.a few vocational education courses are offered in most of t4

neighborhoodlligh schools. These courses are available as electives to

all of the students attendipg the school, whether or not they are

,

pursuing avatatibnal program. 'In' Boston, for example, all of the
.11,c)

high schools offer prOgrams,4n businessPhome service, and distributive

education. Similarly, in:New York City, all of the 79 academic and

comprehensive high schools offer business programs, and many of the

high schls offer courses in a wide range of other occupational areas.
,

While some vocational Atrams'are available in most of the com-

prehensiveprehensive High schools, 'the extent of the vocational educatioi offerings

varies considerably among the schools within each city. In Houston,

for-example,.the numben of occupational programs avMlable in the regular'

comprehensive high schools'ranges from four programs in one school to

a 15 in -another.*

Dade County, on the.other-hand, offers vocational education programs

in onYy 9 of the 4ist)'-ict's 24high-schools, except "FOW special courses,.

such as marine mechanics, offered in a few of the other high sChOols.

Students from other high schools in the district may enroll in vocational

programs at the comprehensive high schools on ashared-time?basis, with

-the district providing bus transpong.tion.

.7.

*Does not include Business Education and Industrial Arts (Non-.

vocational Funded Occupational Programs) which are available in each
high school.

.
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In addition to thevocational courses in the comprehensive high

.

school program, each of the cities has developed a means of centrlizirl.

some vocational programs and offering them to students from More than

46,

.ohe attendance area.. The 'procedures for centralizing programs vary.

Arrangements include specialized occupational-programs in the compre-

hensive high school, vocational high schools, and vocational centers.

B. Specialized Vocatidnal Programs-4n the Comprehensive High

Schools. In three of the cities, specialized vocational programs are

located in regular cOmprehensiveopigh schools, -but, are open to students

from more than one high school attendance area. Admission to, these

programs is'by application, and in some cases, is highly competitive. A

Boston's Cooperative Industrial Program has centers in eight of

the district's high schoolg, each specializing in one or two occupa-:

tional areas or trades. Students spend alternate weeks in a:shop

placement receiving on-the-job training, and at the high school in

related vocational and academic courses. These programs are open

to students city-wide, but require.a special application. Although

these programs are located in a comprehensive high school, they operate

as a separate schdol-within-a-sohool.

Similarly,Aouston's.Maghet.School Program offers career concen-

V

tration programs in several of the, regular high schools, These Orograms %;

include'related vocational and academic courses. They arg open to

students throughout the district and also to students from other'school

districts. Admission to these programs is by application.

New York City offers special career-related courses'and "Educational

Options" courses -in the academic comprehensive high schools. These

355
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are specialized, often advanced vocational courses that require appli-

cation and screening for admission.

C.. Vocational High Schools, Three of,the'cities visited rely

on vocational high schools to provide a significant portion of the

vocational education program. Flew York City has a long tradition of

centralizing specialized trade and occupational training programs

in vocational high schools. There are 22 vocational-technical high

schools, each offering vocational training in one or'several related

trades-or occupational areas, such as printing, automotive mechanics

and repair, aviation maintenance, and construction trades.

Students from throughout the city may apply to any of the voca-

tional high schools, but admissions are competitiverequiring entrance

examinations. In 1989-81 local officials estimated that as many as

12,000 students were denied their first, second, and third choices

of vocational highschools.

In addition, New York City has six 'Educational Options High, Schools,

which are academic /comprehensive high. schools with a career-related

focus that offer specialized vocational education programs. Examples ,

are the Murry Bergtraum High School for Business Careers and the IlorTnar,

Thomas High School for Commercial Education. Someofthese schools

are'open to students city-wide, while othdrs are limited to residents

of the borough in which they are located. These schools are similar

to the vocational high schools and require a special application for

'admission? They do not, however, require entrance examinations.
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Chicago,has ten vocational high schools that offer a wide range

of trade and occupational programs. Enrollment in these schools is
# .

by application. The attendance area for each school4 is a sub district

,level administrative area, which includes several high khool attendance

4.

zones.

Houston has five vocational or "career concentration" high schools

which are open to students-throughout the city-by special application.

Two of the vocational high schools, Barbara Jordan'igh School for

Careers and Hilby High School, offer a number of trade and industrial

occupational programs. The other three schools provide vocational and

related academic courses in a single occupational area: health pro-

fessions, performing and visual arts, and law enforcement and criminal

justice.

D. Shared-time Vocational Centers. While New York, Chicago,; -

and Houston havevocational high schools offering both academic and

vocational subjects for full-time students, other cities have centralized

vocational education in vocational* centers that'serve*secondary students

on a shared-time basis. In shared -time arrangements, students-receive

only vocational training at the vocational center, and return-to their
x A,

"'home" high school for academic courses and extra-curylV6lar'4tivities.

Denver, Los Angeles, DadelCounty, and Boston off0 vocational

education programs for secondary students in shared-time centers. In

Denver, a fltwly opened-Career Education` Center serves students -from

all of the comprehensive' high schools in

'

the district, as well as

/'%
parochial and private school students. The Center does not have adult

programs. Students attend vocational Classes at the Center for 2-1/4
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1

hours/each day, with th'e school district_ providing the bus transpor-

tation to and from each home high school. In addition to vocational

programs, the Career Edurtion Center also offers advanced and specialized

courses in academic areas, such as math and science, and in the perfor-
.

ming arts. .

Los Angeles has five. Regional Occupational Centers (ROCs) that

serve primarily adults but haVe some vocational programs-for high

School students on a shared-tinie basis. Actually, few high "school

students attend classes at the ROCs, and they account for only about

15 percent of the enrollment of the centers.

Dade County has several vocational education centers that provide

vocational education-to high school students on a shared-time basis.

Baker Aviation Maintenance Technician Schooroffers three-year specialized

training programs in,aviation mechanics leading to FAA certification..

. The district -provides bus transportation from the high schools to Baker0

Aviation, which is located adjacent to the Miami International Airport.

High school students attend classes at Baker for 2-1/2 hours per day,

some beginning at 7:30 a.m. and return to their high schoOl.for

academic instruction. In additionto the secondary progi.am, Baker

Aviation School. also offersevening programs for adults, Many of whom

are employees of the airlines at the nearby airport. Another shared-time

vocational center.;ik Dade County, the Miami Agricultural 'School, offers

instruction in agriculture and related areas to high school stirdents

and adults.
,

,

In 1978, the Dade County School District commissioned an independent



study of its vocational education prograril.
*

The study concluded that

the secondary vocational education program was woefully inadequate,

with only 15 to.17 perdent of student in gredes10-12 enrolled in

vocational education. The report reco that s- ix shared-time .

area vocational centers be constructer e-tne in each of the district's

administrative areas.
sa.

To date;, only one of the six shared-time area yocational centers

has been built. The recently opened Robert Morgan Vocational Tethnjcal

go.

Institute is located in the southern part of the county, a fast growing

area but some distance from,the county's major population centers,,.

Full implementation of the Area center concept hei'been delayed, largely

because of fiscal constraints. As a result, the majority of secondary lop

students-inDade County have access only to the vocational programs

that are offered in the comprehensive high. schools.
o

Boston has.also'just completed a specialized area vocational

school offering a wide range of occupational programs to secondary

students on .a shared -t'ne basis. Vocational education programs in

Boston have historically been located in high schOols in white neigh-
,

-
bOrhoods, and not available tpetrack students. The new Occupational

Resource Center is open to students city-wide but is located in the

Roxbury section of Boston,- a black, low-income area. In addition to

making iocational'prOgrams available to black students, the district

also hopes to attract large numbers of white students to the school,

by offering new, high quality programs in computer. -based high tech-

Vocational and Adult Education in Dade County, Florida, A Plan for
ProgramExpansion and Improvement, Walter M.'Arnold Associates, Inc.,
(Arlington, Virginia, January, 1973)'.
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nology fields. The occupational center is located near two new high

technology industries, Digital and Wang, which act to an advisory

capacity to these programs and which offer opportunities for work

experience.

Despite the quality of the offerings in shared-time vocational

centers, many of the programs forsecondary students are under-enrolled.

Chief among the reasons offered for this ilnierutilization is the

institutional rivalry that exists between the shared-time schools and

the comprehensive high schools. 'Repeatedly, staff at these centers

, told us that, for a variety ofreaSons; school principals, counselors,

and vocational teachets in comprehensive high schools resisted sending

tudents to shared -time vocational programs.

Principals were said to be concerped.about losing school revenues

for students who =spend part of the school day at a shared-time vocational

center. For principals in Florida, this is a genuine problem; their

school budget is reduced viten students take vocational courses at

anotherg school or area center. Although in Los Angeles and Denver the

school budget is not directly affected when students attend shared-time

lk
programs, principals are nevertheless concernedabout the pdssible

indirect effects, such as reductions in staffing levels. When students

take vocational courses at area centers or in shared-time programs,

the enrollment in the school's vocational courses may drop and could

ypossibly reduce the staffing level of the vocational department at the.

high school.

Another.source of rivalry between the two types of institutions
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is the perception of the high school personnel that they are in compe-

tition with the area programs for the better students, for resources,
C

and for staff. for example, we were told that shared -time programs

"cream" the better students, leaving the comprehensive schools with

students Mc are "less fun to teach." This seems to be the result

of both.admission requirements of some of the area center programs

and student-choice. That is, the most serious and motivated vocational

students, are the ones who will take advantage 9f the specialized programs

offered in the area centers, leaving \Zie less motivated and/or less

able studentt in the high school vocational programs.

Principals in some cities also feel they are competing for voca-

tional staff and budget.. Vocational schools are often given latitude

to recruit staff from the high school program and are seen as commanding

a large share of the district's vocational budget. In one district,

the principal of a comprehensive high s.hool whose vocational education

program was ill-equipped and under-staffed felt that the vocational

programs 'in the comprehensive high schools were neglected by the district
v-

.

as resources and staff were siphoned off to the new area vocational school.

A second, though less, important, reason given for under- enrollment

in some shared-time programs is that students are unwilling to leave

their home high school for a significant portion of the day. Affilia-

tiOn with the home.high school prevents.somestudents from choosing

a program that requires them to leave their friends and school activities.

In addition, a Shared-time prOgram entails other costs to the student,

such as transportation time, that may prevnt some students from parti-

cipating.
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E. Regional Occupational Programs. California has enacted

legislation that provides extra funds to school districts for voca-

tional programs that serve more than one high school,. A school district

(or several school districts.togethe0 may deyelop a specialized voca-

tional program in a regular comprehensive-high school and make it

available to students from other schools on a shared-time basis. The

legislatioff refers' to these shared-time programs as Regional Occupational

Programs (ROPs).
4

In Los Angeles, the school distrit operates two kinds of ROP
A .

programs. The first is the "day" program.,. n which students from
. ,

several schools attend ROP classes 10 hours per week, usually in two

hour sessions during the school day. Classes are held at orie of the

district's high schools and are open to students, Primarily seniors,

within each administrative area.

The second ROP
,
Ovdgram operated by the district is an afternoon

and Saturday program,*outside of regular school hours. Most of these

classes are held at local business and .4:fustry sites, 'and a majority

of the instructors are voluntger company employees. The companies
t,.

provide tools, supplies, and equipment for student'uSe. The district

has been very Successful in obtaining business and industry sponsors .

for the ROP classes, and:the-after-school work site program is now

larger than the day ROP.

II. -Relationshi Between Organization and Pro ram ivalit

It is clear that there is an hierarchy in vocational eduCation'

in whidh-some programs are far superior to others.: It is important
. A
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to/ note that this hierarchy is not necessarily constant.across a state

oeven across a local school district. Thus, welding may be a better

program than radiation, therapy in a community with hea.vy new construction

and'a surfeit of health'workers. Similarly, welding taught in a voca-

tional high school and welding taught in a comprehensive high school.

may share nothing in common except the same six-digit OE program code.

In short, one must bd.discriminant in labeling particular programs

' "low" or "high" quality, but there is'little'doubt that the distinctions

exist and are widely unddrstood by employer's, teachers, students, and

parents.
.

By quality of program, we refer in this discussion to*a set of

self-reinforcing characteristics: 1) intensity of instruction, as

measured by student contact hours and diversity.and sequence of courses

within the program, 2) attitude and eXperiiknce_of the instructional

staff, 3).relationship between instructors and employers in the related 0

industry, 4) availability of up-to-date equipment and instructional

materfals,.and 5) the prospects for placement in a field with relatively

P 1 ,

'thigh wages. On the basis of these criteria, it was apparent in each of

the cities that the vocational eduCation programs in the area centers

an vocational high schoolswere generally superior to those in compre-

hens ve high schools. We conclude-pis from our own observations'as

we as'from tl)e statement made by district officials. We noted"

t in each city we rquested site visits to schools where we might

see examples of what.We termed "high quality vocational education

programs'," and in each case at least one of the schools selected for

4



us to visit was an °area vocational center or a voactional high school

In discussioni.with vocational edubation directors, four factors
o

emerged which were seen as accounting for the superiority.of vocational

education programs in centralized facilities: 1) greater depth of

programming, 2) ability to employ more experienced staff, 3) higher

priority of vocational education in a specialized school, and 4) closer

-coopqration with business and industry.

First, greater depth of projgramming is possible in centralized ,

vocational schools. With larger vocational enrorlments, vocational

schools are able to offer multi -year sequential training programs that

. include advanced courses. In many comprehensive high schools, vocational, .

program enrollments are not large enough to provide specialized courses

r/
in the vocational program. In Denver, for example, overall decline

in enrollments has led to the district several vocational
.

.

programs from the comprehensive high,schools to the shared-time voca-

tional center where students have a-complete sequence of courses

available.

Second, the quality of the instructional staff in the vocational

high school or center is generally thought to be better than in vocatiohl

prograls in comprehensive igh schoOls, One reason is that the vocational

schools employ a greateiupmber of trade certified instructors who

have more extensive experience in the industry and who are bette'r able

to keep up with changes in the field-and to provide placement services

to their students. In some instances, vocational schools have greater-
.

1

The situation in Los Angeles was a bit *different. We were told that
it was not possible to. visit a high school because of the problems of
the first weeks of busjrig to implement the court-ordered integration plan.

'
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flexibility in'hiring instructional staff than.d& the comprehensive
,.. /

high schoolS. That is, vocational .sthools often, are exempt from certi-

fication, hiring,.andAegUre'poliCies-that'apply to comprehensive high
.

school's. For example, in Chicago all teachers in comprehensive high

schools. ,intluding vocational instructors, must h.ave academic certi-

fication.' However, teachers in specialized schools that offer-vocational
o

. . ,

courses pled only:a trade certificate. This enables the vocational

schools to obtain highly trained specialists unavailable tAcomprehensive

high schools. In some cities, such as Los Angeles, area vocational

centers are able to hire instructors on a contract or part-time basis,

providing even greater flexibility in staffing as well as program:deci-

sions. In addition, vocational schools were said to be'able to attract

324

'vocational instructors from the regular high schools and often selectively

OeCtuit.the better teachers from the high schools.

.A third factor in the superiority of vocational education in centra7

lizeld facilities is the higher priority of vocational education in

these schools than in the regular Comprehensive high school. District
;

bfftcials frequent4y stated thatoin the comprehensive high school,

t

the principal usually views vocational education as a lower priority
..

than academic progrps. As a Pesult, they give priority, to the academic

/c1
program in budgeting, Staffing, scheduling decisiont. For example,

. v

efiscal crisis resulted irk .the e ation of one period of instruction
.

, . .

in the high schools this year in Los Angeles. District administrators

reported that many of te classes the principals decided to elimihate

were vocational education programs.



A fourth factor is the greater opportunity for cooperation between

vocational institutions and business and industry. _We fodnd that most

vocational schools maintained close connections with employers in
;

the related industries. These connections have several effects on

the quality of programs in the vocational schools. Employers provide

1) donations supplies-and equipment, 2) current techniCa advice

on curriculum, equipffient, and facility design, 3) skilled em loyees,to .

act as instructors, and 4) internships and job placements for students.

Most districts reported that donations of .quipment were infreqqat

and generally not suitable for use in training programs; -they, have

found that donated equipment is usually obsolete and no longer in use

.

We did see some notable exceptions, however. An

airline recently donated a completely operational Boeing 707 jet air-

craft worth several million dollars to the Miami Baker Aviation School.

The aircraft did not meet'new air pollution'tandards and would have °

been removed from service in the near future, so in that sense it was

obsolete. It did, however, represent a significant resource to the'

school's traihing program. ,

A more common example of cooperationis this:, local employers

act as technical advisors to-vocational programs. The newarea voca-

tional school in Denver established advisory committees from various

industries that participated in the design of the facility and theNt

,selection of,equipment. The Houston High School for Health Professions

was established ix] cooperation with the Texas Medical Center and is

administeredwith t6assistance,of an advisory, committee composed of

school :districUadministratori and representatives from the Baylor

tchool of Medicine.'

er
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Industry also contributes expertise to vocational programs by

providing direct instruction to students. In Los Angeles, the Regional

Occupational Programs are conducted at werk sites thrOughout the city,

with many employers donating the services of their, ,employeeS as

instructors. At the Fashion Institute of Technology, top fashion designei's

"Mb

participate in classroom instructional programs on a regular basis.

Close ties with l=ocal industry also provide opportunities for student

internships, which often lead to employment for students upon completion

of the vocational program. These cooperative relationships not only

secure additional resources for the vocational programs bat enable

employers to influence the training provided by the vocational education

system.

III. Access to Quality Vocational Programs: Special Populations

Although there are high quality vocational education prograMs

in all of the'cities we visited, such programs are not available to

.all students who might wish to enroll in them. Access to high quality

programs is not equally distributed, which is to say that students

with certain characterisitcs.h4ve k much better chande of enrolling

in high quality programs than students with different characteristics.

Barriers of access ta high .quality vdcationaltrai-ning coainue to

exist, particularly for special populations: minorities,-women; the

handicappe4, and the disddvantrd, included limited English speaking

students. We observed fourTojor kinds af,barrIers: 1) geographic
-

location of programs, 2) arbitraryliniittions on size of programs,

3) admission requirements, ana 4) restricted job entry. These means

of discrimination are not mutually exclusive.

.
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A. Geographic Location: The geographic location of high quality

vocational programs is a major factor in access in some cities. Although

prograMsof.superior quality may be ostensibly open to students from

throughout the_school district, many of these programs are located in

facilities thAt are far distal-it from concentrations of particular kinds

of students. 'Consequently, access is restricted. Fdr example, the

Dade County School District has constructed a superbly equipped, multi-
. o

million dollar vocational school available to secondary students on

a shared-time basis. The school is located in the far southern section

of this large county and serves studentsfrom only nine of the 24

secondary schools in the district. The location does not permit easy

access-for students who live in minority neighborhoods,and in econo-

mically depressed areas of the Bounty.. A,student travelling from

Northwest High School to this Area school wduld spend approximatelN.,,

two hours a day commuting by car, and travel" by'public transport is

virtually impossible.

Similarly, the.Houston Independent School District'erVes a large

metropolitan area in which schqolvare widely dispfrsed.and in which

Ah
little, if any"; public transportation 4s available. The new yoca.:

tional high schools"are open-to quelified'students from any'part of

. .

the city, but access :to a ItVen,ftogram,for' a student in a more distant
--

neighborhood depends -upon the'willijigness and/orablity of a student^

or his family to provide transportation And,to, spend possibly up to

an' hour each way odMmuting to scho61,,.
4

A
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An even more serious problem of physical distance occurs in the

Los Angeles School District, which serves students in a.710 Square

mile area. Aside from the fact that there is virtually no public

transportation, the digtances.are simply too great to make vocational

institutions accessible to students district -wide. In Los Angeles,

therefore, not only are program locations important, but programs

must be duplicated, a several ,areas of the city to make'theo geographically

accessible.

lhile them are grea;-distandes between some'Deighborhoas in
s

,

Chtdago, though not as great as in Los Angeles, the public transpor-

.-

. .' ta:tion system makes- it' inere.feasiblvfor students to have access to;.

,..

ithb... programs outside their 'resAential e or/1004. however, Chicago's
.. .

programs
4,

it- '.;'' o., p.1.4 . - . . '..
,... . .,

: , .:;., ° r .* ' '-'-
.

t . 'ne i g h bo rhoodS :rem6 ir) -raCtal ly,segreieteci -a'n4 ..some, students fear, to
. . .,.. ,,,.., I , 74# ' , .

4'. .'
ci^oss hdrtei1eltLrArto atteridzsdhoolIn ailieig4867MoOd of a different

-

. .
etlYpidgtoup. Consequeht13- :4Kategy hai beenAo locate high

, . ., ,

Atiality vocational schools", each ofAevera attendance
.

ndanceareas.
,

4 . 7

New York is perhaps the 'best example oflagVNtRat ipt ,,a
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, . , ,

transportation syStem that bakes any voca:51,o`nal'crAgram4epgraphi.cally
.

-
,..: .. . i-'

accessible ta..any student in the City.,, Al of the schools are located
, ,

..

4
.

, , ,
.....,

'r ' '

.alon4.the "Main
trapsit.

ifnes, and disturce,a s great as to
.

make:commuting:an excessive burden.

Access is alio:rettricttdin Boston:where qyalitieprqgrams.

often to be found in-:a part:Of the 'city that is'considered-to be 'off-

,... 1 e .... - .'-- ,. ...,

limttS'! -to -,4 racial iroup., Most te.the'superior vocational, training
,

.

. .

...
;. t L .. ' :# , . " i:' , ..,

/
., programs, in have- by tradition open only to white students '

,-, : , , 71 .

,-,

--
because o-the.fact t at they are ]ocated in predgminantly,ythite -high

.. .4.....,..,

ie!j4

-?".P: A ,

..
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., ,-.....



I

t

schoolsin racially segregated neighborhoods:- Black students have not

been' welcomed,, nor do they consider it safe to journey into these

neighborhoods to attend schools where the vocational programs are

available.

B. Limitations on Size of Programs. Restricted access is also

due to arbitrary limitations on the size of some 'programs. In'Newyork

City, for example, 12,000 students who applied for admission to the

city's vocational high schools were unable to be accomodated in any

of their first three choices of schools -- and only three 4hoices are

allowed. One of these schools, Aviation High School, reportedly had

5,000 applicants for 750 places.

In part,,this is problem of insufficient resources to expand

programs, but the impact of the problem is borne disproportionately

by special populations. Because the programs are high quality and

because they are oversubscribed, admission is frequently competitive

and depends largely on academic achievement and mastery of .basic skills.

Unfortunately, becuae the district does not have the resources to V
exAnd offerings of vocational high schools, there is no incentive;

and indeed even a strong disincentive, to provide additional remedial

instruction that would qualify i disadvantaged student for admission.

A second reason for limiting enrollments. in some high quality

programs is the need to adjust progray enrollments to labor market .

demand.* Therefore,.spme programs will be resticted in order to avoid

44'

training tdo#many people fof' a limited number of jobs. While

employtent oppoltunities present an Impediment to program expanSion

that is outsle, the purview of the vocational 'edUcationsystem,.again

the impactlborne disproportionately by special populations as school.

3 .70



districts ration slots in these programs using competitive admOssion

criteria. How well these admission standards predict success in training

and<work we were not able to discover.

C. krission Requirements. Many of the vocational high )schools

and shared-time area vocational centers have admission requirements

that bar less well - prepared students from high quality vocational

programs, even when limitations on enrollment are not required by

internal or external conditions. Such requirements include scores ,

on standardized aptitude or intelligence tests, grade point averages,

6

attendance record, and personal characteristic of alpplicantso as

determined in personal interviews. For example, the vocational high

schools in New York City which have many, more applicants than can be

. iccomodated,'each administer an entrance examination to screen appliciants,

in addition to other requirements°. ChiCago and. Houston similarly impose

admission standards for their vocational high schools.

Nies

Similarlyisome'vocational programs, particularly more technical

,,, 1

programs, in the comprehensive high schools and the shared-time voca-

tiona l programs and centers, have admissions requirements &nd peten

,° require sOecific preparation in math or science. Admission criteria

are established for the'more technical programs at the postsecondary

level as well. .

For significant nythbergoof disadvantaged sutdents, including .those

Av..who have limited Engltsh, admission requiremehts effectively restrict

access to high quality vocational programs. Many disadvantaged students

lack the preparation, either 'in basic skills or in course work pre-

requisites, that would enable them to meet'OC.admission 'standards of
.N54

1. .

3
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these programs. But to-suggest that entry requirements be abolished
4

totally is not the answer.

The solution to this probleM, as we see it, is twofold. The first

task is to distinguish between admission criteria that predict program
r

co pletion and that would serve to predict successful jobplacemenik

4 in a non-discriminatory labor market and those other admission standards

that are either irrelevant or discriminatory by race, sex, disadvantage,

or handicap. {Naturally, vocational instructors and 'administrators
4

have opinions about what kinds of students are "good to work with,"

And,especially when interviews are used in the screening process,

subtle forms of bias are likely to creep in.) Once one arrives at
. f

C'
,.

a set of admission requirements that do predict program completion and

job placementit would be foolish to fail to use them; otherwise,

A good programs degenerate into "revolving door" operations that provide

iarge amounts of frustration and disappointment to students and faculty

1

'The jbb does not stop, however, With identifying appropriate

criteria. The next steps are to help students who lack qualificationsoto gain theavAthina reasopable period oftime, and it would seem

especially appropriate that federal money be used for this purpose:

Wefurther suggest that proem administrators reserve pladesjn.

over-subscribed programs for members of target uTations.who possess

or acquire the necessary qualifications for entry.

. D. Restricted Job Entry. Further compounding Ihe difficulties
. 0..

faCed-by minorities, women, the disadvantaged, and:the b.indicapped are

3.72-71:7
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.

- problemS 'imposed by restri.oted entry into the labor market. Substan-

tial discrimination persists, and while some of this is probably male-

volent, some-also results from employers' perceptions that hiring

. minorities; women (in non-traditional occupations), and the handicapped

carries higher risks. It matters not that these Perceptions, are

unfounded, ford as long as employers believe that hiring increases the

chances of such problemsas increased labor strife, higher insurance

1
premiums, greater labor turnover, greater probabilities of law suits

and other legal pr4blems, lower productiVity,,etc., they will continue
411..

not to hire "high risk" employees. Students perceive that restricted

job opportunities greatly diminish the rewards Of large investments of
P

time and fdregoRe earningsin academic preparation and vocationaN

education that lead to high paying jobs... Employers.see few minorities,

women,.or handicapped students coming through the higher quality programs

7 and remain suspicious of hiring them. The resulti's a kind of self-

reinforcing, struCtural. discrimination.

'-This structural discrimination, as well as its more malicious

counterpart; also limits opportunities in vocational educatiOn progra46s

t40! offer work experience, especially cooperative and apprenticeship

programs. Small progrms°to begin with -- they comprise only abdut..
* ... two percent of enrollments in vocational education -- co-op and appren-

ticet,hip bpportunities are even.less available to students whoare%
/ .

part of special populations.

In s ummary, whileIhe vocational educatipn,system has established
&

- policieS rid practices Ehat impede accest of special populattons to.
1 .

,
.. .. # high quality vocational education, it is.clear.that.ManyAmpeOments'

.

. .
. .

.

., '` '' ...::' -7-",.....-.- ''

,are.beyondhe influence of vocational -edtidetarS E-yen-rthe,problems. 413
_ _

. 04.6
.

. _ .... ,.v. , ..
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-
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4,

of restricted enrollments exist in part because of aCcurate assess-
.

ments of the skills necessary, to succeed in a progr and the employ-

ment prospects of students upon completion. Copse uently, improving

access to vocational' education will require .ittention to other aspects

federal policy concerned with basic skills education, expansion

1

of training opportunities, transportation and school construction, and

improved employment opportunities.

Adult Vocational Education
to'

In addition to the secondary vocational program, all but one of .

the city school districts we visited offered both short-term adult

vocational classes and long-term adult programs leading to certifi-

dation or licensing in a number of occupational. areas. In the secondary

schdol'districts, adult vocational classes and programs are offered

in several diffeent types of facilities, including regular high schools

in the evenings, skills centers, adult vocational-schools, and voca=

tional centers that serve both adults and secondary students. 'Table.VIII-2

indicates the'orgaftjzation of adult vocational prqgiams in the citiet

we 'Visited.

The community colleges in most of.thecities also offer adult
btk

vocational education. Table VIII-3 shows the distribution of adult enroll-
. A , 4

aents between the two institutions. Because both school district

: 10
adult programs and community colleges serve the "same age-level popu-

_

lation, lack of coord4nation, program duplication, and competition

for,enroHments were ralsed.as istues in several interviews with both
p.-. .

school district and community college administrators. In some of the

374
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TABLE VIII-2

Organization of Adult Vopational Education in the City School Districts

High Schools & Other
Community Facilities Skills Centers

Vocational center Vocational Center
Adult Only . Adult and Secondary

BOSTON

CHICAGO

DENVERt
HOUSTON*

X

t

0 Hubert Huiphrey Occu-
pational Resource Center

0

Washbourne'Trade
School**

'0'

.X .

9
LOS ANGELES .

F.

1 Emily Griffith
Opportunity Center

0 0

0

X 7

DADE COUNTY (MIAMI)

*
X

NLW YORK CITY X

3

0

Mtami Lakes Tech-
nicatinstitute;
20 adult centers

5 Regional Occup4-

tional Centers ,

"Roti9rt Morgan Tech-
-nical Institute; Baker
Aviation School .

*All adult vocational education programs.are offered by the community college system. ,
.

, . .

i

**Recently'shiftedto the community college system. However, he staff remairremployees of the Sohool.district...

.4,
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TABLE VIII-3

Postsecondary and Adult!!

Vocational. Education Enrbllments

School
Community Collegey

District -7 Regular Adu t t Total

.

BOST074
a -

CH 144
-,

DENVGR -.

HOUSTON**

LOS ANGELES`'

MIAMI

NEW YORK CITY

.

3,205

/

.

- 3.,656

0

13,718

. 1,711

2;4321

36,107
-.

1,517

1,108
,

.

67,792
a.

3,228

22,329

3,540

.

'103,899

Source: Information,supplied by the states.

-* Long-term adult enrollments_only.
lc*, In Houstbn, all of the adult vocational education programs

are offered by Houston Community College.
.

.

/

A
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cities, there is neittler coordination nor communication between the

two institutions regarding vocational education. The vocational

administrator in the Denver Community College did not know.the name

of his counterpartdin the school. district. The school district officials

in Los Angeles. were critical of the fact that the community college

.distriCt built.a new facility directly across the street from an ,

existing adult vocational center operated by the school district.

The lack of coordination arises in part from tradition and inertia.

'Where the,two systems have historically not interacted and where there

has been no incentive to do so, the two systems simply proceed,infla

parallel fashion. I0 some cases, howeVer, there is not only a lack of

coordination, but confliCt. The issue is primarily competitfon over

enrollments, but the arguments take the form of criticism-of the other

institution's program. For example, school districts criticize community

college programs for being'too inflexible and requiring too many extra-'.

neous courses for students who, primarily need employment skills. The

community, sollege'fs critical of the open- entry, open-Wt, nature of

many adult programs offered in the Relic schools. They argue that

these pro rams provide minimal 'skills that may lead to immediite employ- 4

ment, bUt ti n' jobs with little chance of advancement.
, .

rn two.cities, the problems of conflict apd coordination between

the two institutions hawk beenresolyed, S te law requires the school
ti

district and community college In.Dade.County o form a joint planning Al,

council that coof'dinates vocational and 'other ad t programs offered

0*by two institutions. This process works' very .11 in bade CoUnty;
6

the administrators for vocational education in both ems are In

V

JJCI
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close communication and Tr well informed about the programs of the.

other institutibn. They c operate in program planning, and the two

institutions joint4y publ'sh a public information brochure that'describes
0

the adult vocational proijram offeringsoat_eAth.facilify in bOth the

public schoolS and the community colleges.'

In Houston., tie Board,of Education, which sits as the governing
.

. board for bOth the secondary and the postsecondary districts, simply
.

.1- shifttd_all of-the adult programs to the community-college a few years
r c

(

ago. Because of the historically close, relationship between the'twb

levels, the rivalry between seconder and
, _

SIP - Sal

in other cities has:not developed in Houston. in fact, the current_

presilent of the Houston Community College was formerly director of

vocational education in the Houston publicschools.

. Postsecandary4ocational Education .

ir

Postsecondary Alocdtionalseducation, defined as occupational and
A

technical training programs 'reading to a two-year associate degree,
.

i
- * w'

ii:_available primarily in .the community colleges. As discussed above,

comthunity college; also'offer adult vocational educat
..

ion courses ,

longerterm adult.programs.leading to, certtffcation,but-not a degree. .

In this diicUssion Of.POstsecondary vocational education, therefore ,

-

we win refer to both the'adUlt and-postsecondary vocatiOnal.p'rOgramv
. .

. inilig

.

...sgEnualty college systemin

.

eaeh'of\hecities.
, . . % , :

(' ,
*In the cities we yisited,' tome four ear coll.eges'aTso offer, '

-postiecondery vocational programs. Notab 'examples are the Fashion
institute 'of Technqlegy in New York City, a four-year college 'that i,s %
part of the State Uni versity of New York (SONY) S.yfem, and Wtheasfern ,.

Unlversit* in Boston; a'priVate four-year college'thet ha's an'extenskve *
-- coorreratiyevocational.ducation.progripm.

'.

. .

.

.

, . .
.
-"ti
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A. Organization. The community-college's in all but one of
$ if

the cities visited are multi-campus systems, with schools located

.throu6hout the cft. The Boston community.college, with one .campus,
1'

excepti-Oti The- ity'Colleges of Chicago andthe Los Angeles

-

Community College District each have nine separate colleges, while

maller or mess geographidallreSpersed cities havefewer locations

. (see-Table VIII-4).

In Houston, t

somewhat different,

college system has

he organization of_the community college system is

. .Instead of community college camp-uses, the-community

rOgrath centers%that 'share facitilies with 19 high

schools throughout theocfty.',,Community college classes are.helOgin

the high schools (n thefternOon and evening hours: In additiob, the
,

.

community college has three its:own facilities that.operate

full-time prograis" durihgboth day and evening hours:The shared-
,

facilityarringeMent with the public schools is possible largely
. . ..

because the two,inititutions.are governed by the same- board of educa-

tion; anit,a muchaclose relationship exists between the public school's

, .
.,

..

"-- and the community ,,allege than in other 'cities:. --- . 1

- .* . . '...°,..

Each campus in the community-colMge Systems offers awide yariety,
I

of vocational: programs,Malt1joug1i soMe,pro'inams are centralized at,pne
..e

To,

locaibM. For example, ih the,programs:tn the 'allied. health 2.

-t. :professions.are all being moved"to'pe Malq41m X, Community College
. .

N 60'cose of .its-locatfon near the 'city's major hospitalswhere students,:,:y.
%,. .

have clinical placeMents..

°

The vocational programs in the community colleges appear .td,rf."v

Of genkrA1J.Y-higher quality ,than most P1'.ograms.at,the secondary

4
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Community College Systems in the Citi

Number of Campuses

Offering
Vocational Education

BOSTON Massachusetts Board of
Regional Community Colleges

CHICAGO

DENVER

_City Colleges of Chicago

De6er Community College I.

3

0. r

HOUSTON Houston Community College 22*

LOS ANGELES Los Angeles Community-So114ge
District, .

MIAMI Miami Dade Community College

9

4.

NEW YORK City University. of ,ROW York
CITY

*TlieHoustoc CommanityColl-pateisharesfar.,:gt
high schools.

4

. -

. .

,

. , 9

r

19 public

alp

tr
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spaetfcciLarly those in.the pomPrehensive High schools. Again, by
.-fl!.

40., ;-

highe r' quality, Alb f:efe'r too programs that have more'up-to-date equip- ' .(-

,
..- .

.

.
,

vent, empleytore'experience4 staff,.
,

offer greater depth of programming,
. - .

-*" 34Q

and that *pare students for emRiotymentin.tbre highly skilled, higher

no ccupa ons. There are several ac ors. accoun or
- a .

relatively higher program qualityin the community colleges. Among'thei4 $90

most importaRt are: 1) economies of scal9e,'2 student-chiract404stics,

arid 3) relationship, to employers. - " ..

The,communitY colleges have fewer lvcations and larger 1c/ocafjonal*

program- enrollments than do the secondary school districts.,,-This /''.
. .

affords the community college programs scale economies that result

in more kinds of programs being offered, as well as more courses in

. each program,Iptter equipped facilities, and more specialization among
. ,

the instructional'staff4 mmunity college students are older and

presumably more in' both their attitudes and skills than are

high schciol students. St.te'theY'are attending school by choice rather

41an undorcoMpulsory,attendande-laws,'there is also a. self-selection
4,

.

,'''
process that results in.higher motivation'amang postsecondary itudents.

. . -

Such student characteristics have en effect on program qualityp enabling.

'-

instructors ttl proceed at a faster pace°and at a more advanced level of

instruction than in many high school pefograts. Al5SR,'ErekaU'se th-e-
4

students are older, employers view posisecdndary yocatibtial students as
.

-more' nearly ready to enter the labor market and more.miiling

000took

provide greater opportunities .for on- the -job trafttirig-expertences.
-. . r,

t4eNere told that employer's tend to regard postsecondary institutions

. . ,

as mre rigorous than high schools anal as tore up-p5-da'te in the tech-
. f

nologtcal skills they seek to impart: Atthermore, employers are '
, ..

.4

V

3
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aware that postsecOndary institutions do a lot'of internal screening,

as we'indicate in the next section; and, accordingly, are inclined to

igiyemore credence to an, instructor's evaluation'bf a student than

theyeare.milling to give ordinarily to a statement made by a high

school teacher. These kinds of suppdrting attitudes by employers-
.

communicated to students in one way or another, with the result

that'studenes are willing to accept a somewhat higher standard of

academic disCipline than high school students find tolerable.

,, B.- 'Access. Geographic -location of programs is a lessimportant.. %
f factorinaCCeSS-t0 high-quality programs at the posttecondary and

0

adult level than at the'secondary level.' First, enrollment int:he
:. ,. .

..

cdmmuni y.collegA is operi to all resjdents,of the city aged 18/bli
,

J

over; there are noresidentially-determined attendance areas, as, in
.

'.-, c
the secondary schools. Second, adults' arg generally more 'able to .

.. .
. -

travel from their residential neighborhoOd to attend school than are

'secondary students.

..,

Lack of basic skills and'inadequate_academic preparation are,

t,.- o

the primary barriers to high quality' programsat the' postsecondary. .

.0 °
.

level., While, community colleges do.not require entrance examinations

,

or screen applidants on,4 competitive basis for, general admission to.
,

-, , 4 ..

. the institution, they do e'VerY great deal 'of interpal screening-. '. .

,,, , 4* ,, (c -,
, 45..0

,There Ore adMission'criteria estplisted for Ortvally\all of the.
i

40

341°

-0

techniCal programs, ,,As,rmich,as a year's work of preparation in mOth , 1.
.

.
. .

..
. ,

l or.science may bnecessary simply to be considered for admission :.

, into certain'vocetional education progrAms. For example, at Queens - --

borough Cbmmunity College in riew'York City:, students who fail to meet.:

.

)
,

383. ,4
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the'admission requiremWs in programs of their choice Are routinely

, advised of the additional pr4etlation they need and are given an estimate

of how much time that additional 'prepared n will take.', When the

estimate of time is in excess of one year, tudents are advised to .

4-
ctoose aess demanding type of occupation preparation. For students

, .

with limited ftnanCial means'to support theM0eves, lengthy
i

preparatidn

is difficult to pursue.: and,carries with it a,substantial-rfsk.ofnot
. . ..

being admitted to. an over-subscribed OrograM. Consequently\ sudh _ ,

to

considerations may effectively force these students to opt for tfie lower

quality programs that have no admission requirements; these programs0

more often than.not 1-ead into unstable, lower paying ines of..work.

).
VI. The Context' AContex of VoCational Education n .the Cities

Vocational education operatbs 'within:an institutional:Context

e

and within the broader context of the local economy. We were impressed, *.

during the site visjts.withtbe strength of then relationship between

the local economy and vocational education in the cities we visited.

Similarly, we learned, that many of the factors affecting the school

district as'a whole had a Significant.imO.Et on the vocational eduqa-

tion pro . Such factors include the fiscal situation'of the district

and court-ordered desegregation. A description of vocational.education

in the 'cities, therefore, must inCludea discussion of t4e mpact of .

'local economic conditionsand significant school district actors on

vocational education.

A. Relationship of Vocational Education to.the Local Econdmy, The

imporritce of local economic conditions cannot be overemphasized.

tss'

3s4
r



Tables VIII-5 and VIII-6 indicate that economic conditions were substan-

tially different. from One city to another in our 'sample. The local

', economy largely determines the outcome of vocational training by

establishing the level of demand for labor. In a withwith an
,

.
.

expanding economy, olacement rates for graduates of vocational programs

will reflect.the:general high:demand,for labor, Conversely, a declining

4, econdilly willprodUce high.uneffiplOyment rates that will significantly

ed,

affect .thg job prospects of vocational students.,

. Employment rates:qfbct vocational education in at least the

4

r 0

folitOing' ways: 1)"penception of progr.a.M quality as held by vocational

.4

*,
*

student, teachers, and district administrators, 2) access of special
..

pdpulations to higii quality Vocationarprograms, and 3) importance of

reiatiorts.hip between vocational. education and local employers..

Since vocational programs -are judged to be good or poor based

_large part upon the.ability of students to gain'employment in the occur

pation for,which they e tra4ned, local economic conditions as reflected

in- unemployment rakes, ave,a signifiCant effe5t onoperceptions of

WI

program- quality.. .Employment rates and consequent effects on placements,

affect the attitudes of both teachers and students in vocational programs.
,,.

.

By long traditlOn, vocational edudators have judged themselves on
a

-..A, , .it
. prograth completions by students and job placements. Therefore, in a

0' .,

city with high unemployment, teachers and administrators will become-''
'-discoura'gedabouttraining large numbers of students for jobs whic h' -are

, ,

not available. °The result; especially at the secondary level, is a likely
`0V,

reduction in school U4strict support for vbcattonal education. Similarly, k

student's invocat ional education programs with low 'placement rates will

lack the motivation to pursue lengthy training programs.
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Table

Indicators of Economic Growth

Personal ,Income Per Capita .,Wage & SSElary

1978/ Disburspments

;. 1973 1978 .1973 3 1978/1973

BOSTON 5,421 8,306 1.53

CHICAGO 1 6097 e 9,493 1.56

DEAVER ' 5,546 :9,680 ° 1..64. '4

HOUSTON '5,234 9,398, 1.80

LOS ANGELE5 .5,771 -9.,,,399 1.63,

MIAMI 5,882 8:667 1.46
.

NEW YORK CITY .5,989 8;852 1.48

a I

1.44

1:50

, 1.71 -.

2.21

1.5g

1.44

.1.30

Source: ,Lbcal Area Personal Income 1973 -1978, Departiient

..e of Commerce, Vol. I, July, 1981).

0

A Table VIII-6

Unemployment Rates. in the Cities *

Bbiton
Chicago
Denver'

Houston
Los Angeles
New .York City

Miami

A

4

August 1980

*EmployMent and Earriingsi November 1980

(U:S. Department of,labdr, Bureau of-Labor Statistids)

P. 121-- 125.

386
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The availability of jobs.4 reflected in .unemployment rates also
.

affect access of special populations,to%high quality vocational programs.
. .

Where there are fewer. jobs, there 'wil.be more restrictions on enr011

ments in programs which lead to-employment opportunities in wejl-paying

occupatioils% Undirlonditions of-high unerOldment,,4ocational educators
. .

.

. . .

will be more 'reluctant to open these.prOgrams to "high risk'1 or hard-
,,, ,.

to-place students..'An example can be found in the programs of tiie trade"
. 3.. --.

schoo1,4.inqiiicago. Whjlethere are increasing minority enrollments
4. ,

in the "open enrdilment training programs,.4he apprenticeship programs
.. ,

345

-. .

continue p be essentially closed to special:populations:
. .- 1.

t,'
In. cities with high unemployment rates, the relationship:betwden

.
, .. ..

vocational and employers in local sub economies becomes supremely
.

.

important. Vocational programs:that have close connectians with a'

local industry may beable to ,place students inwcrk id.'spite of the

adverse econordc conditions generally;., Examples of vocational jnsti-
,,

tutiops that are closely linked to a major lotal industry in a city
,

with high unemployment are the Fashion Institute o f Technology in

.New York City and Washbourne Trade Schodl in Chicago. Both of.these

schp,ols^ have high .platement rates' directly attributable to-the close

u,

connections they mainta4ft-with local.industry and, in,the'case of the

trade school, with local trade unions. Other instances are the following:

the two institutions, one in Miami and one in New-Yorkalready cited,

that prepare youn'g people for work in aircraft mechanics; the Hubert

. - .

: Humphrey training facilityOn Boston, where that new facility has been
!,

m ,

, .
.

"adopted".by.an adjacent plant of Digital Corporation; the Murry Bergtraum -.
...

. ,

High SChool'for Business Careers, located in the heart of the financial

1district in lower,Oanhat ah- and the evening in-plant programs of the
,

.....,/... 3S7

4

a
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Los Angeles ROPs. One.condition -standsout in this listing: with one

exception, namely Washbourne Trade, all the°instttutions we saw or

heard of that were prepared, on account of close ties of the training

institution to employers,-to do well under present on future conditiolcs

,of economic adversity were physically adjacent to major plants of the .

industry served. F.I.T. is in the-very-midst of the garment industry

of New York City, Baker Aviation School abuts the Miami airport, the

Hubert Humphrey Center is short.blocks from electronics' plants in

Boston. Where physidal closeness does not exist, as in the case of

Washbourne Trade, the schbol-tradc nexas is establishdd instead., and

gore traditionall), by apprenticehip agreements.

B. District Fiscal Situation. The general' budget position of

the school districts we visited .directly affects the, vocational education

program. .Since many vocational programs are relatively costly, requiring

large expenditures for equipment and supplies, the fiscal capacity of a

distrtctis a crucial factor, both in terms pf program expansion-nd .

0

development, and maintenance of exl,stingprograms.

In several cities, school district Vscal constraints, have had

particularlyjetrimental effect onvoeational programs. . In Dade County,

for example, the planto build shared-time area vocational schools. to
,

-serve'secondary students was not implemented, largely because of bud--

getary limitations. The Chicago Board of Education, under pressure
,

,

to reduce expenditures to meeta large ,budget deficit, decided to
.

discontinue operation of a large Adult vocational school. An agreement
. .

was reacheeto continue the programs by transferring the'schobl to

the community college system.

I. ,0

, . 388
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. In Los Angeles, there
.

has been.a significant drop in enrollment,
. ,

largely due to the controversy over desegretatiom Since under Cali-

fornia school finance laws this enrollment decline will result in a

,significant loss im revenues, the district Oose to reduce expenditures
.Q

L %
by

-.

elimjnating the sixth period.clas-i
1.

n the 11th' and 12th grades.

,This reportedly his. dispropottionately affected the.vocational education

pftram in the Eomprehensivxhighschools. District vocational education

administhtdrs told'us that of the school principals chose to

eliminate vocational education ecourses rather than academic Courses.

Howeverregardless of what school administrators do to shut down

vocational courses under fiscal constraint, students themselves are-

under a lot of pressure to abandon 'occupational training at the secondary

level. This is happening for the following interrelated set of causes:
4

1) to obtain a hihg school diploma, students must no w pits.an examina--,

tion of proficiency in English and mathematics; 2) this means in effect
.

that the number of "required" academic courses that lower achieving

students must-take has b een increased; 3) as noted, school districts

are dropping the sixth period of the high school curriculum, producing

a double squeeze on lower achieving students in taking electives and

vocational courses as generally classified as electives; 4) in earlier

years, many secondary students in California arranged. their school ,

._,/programs to take a heayyload of vocational courses during the regular

school year and' made up their academic work in the summer, but now the
,4
.

.:-
',.

.

.districts hsye discontinued most summer school programs, thus making
,_

- the double squeeze a triple squeeze. Points 3 and 4 'above are (refl-

nitely reltp&to fiscal constraint in California.
.

.?

"7 347 1
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In New York City, we were strongly impressed with the deteriorated,

antiquated condition of equipment in vocational institutions at both

the secondary and postsecondary levels. The exception is Fashion

Institute of TeOhnology, which is superlatively equipped, thanks to

its aggressive and entrepreneurial administration. Lack of high quality .

,up-to-date equipmentat the postsecondary level is illparent'in New'York

City, but this deficiency'may.well affect postsecondary institutions

inflost states.in which the state government is. short of funds. Equip-
!

4
ment purchase is a budget item that is readily deferred, on the one

hand. On the other, we note that the federal government gi%7es relatively

little financial support to those kinds of postsecOndary institutions

that s.upply most of vocational ekucation at the. postsecondary level,

namely,,dommuriity, colleges. Most federal money for postsecondary

institutions comes in two forms: research grants and contracts, ancl

'aid to students. Neither form helps much institutions that do little

research and that maintain, by tradition, low fees for tuition. Hence,

the sources of equipment money are mainly two: state general budget

. .

and. federal vocational aid. When the state itself is short of funds.,
, t

7
, :the federal-vocational frioney, being spread over secondary as wp11 as

s!,Pbstsecondary institutions and being divided among a large-set of
let 4

Of

f

0

1

two of the cities we -iitited,.desegreation orders have had,a direct effect

. ,

expenditure objectives, is unlikely-to Meet the'need. If there is a
\

shortAgeof technological manpower in the United Staes, one reason

may be the problem we just cited.

Codrt- Ordered Desegregation. Several of the city school

districts are under court orders to desegregate the publieschools, In
a

a 3Bo
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,

I,

on vocational education enrollnient and on the organization of secondary
,-,

vocational education. ,
a

.... s.-..--, . J

.
4

.
o .

. 4 \

In Boston, the court has imvseda strict racial baiance'require-
__

'ment that applies specifically toy6cational programs. Since voca- .

tional programs in Boston are located in high'schools in racially

.

segregated white neighborhoddt.; enrollments i these program -have.
.

always been predominantly white.' Under Judge -Garritg's desegregation

order, a racial balance of approximately 50 percent white and 50 percent

black studen''must be mafntainid in each of these,programs. Because.

Of the continued racial strife, many black students are unwilling to

e
enroll in.the vocational programs in thesg schools. As a result, voca-

,

tional programs are under-enrolled, because in order,to maintain the

racial baien6, white students are not' permitted to fill the empty.
t .

places, ,The effect of the desegregation order to date has beep to

-

increase minority enrollments in vocational education while reducing.
,

,

'the total vocationai'enrollMent. As_we.stated above; the response

of Boston. to this preblem has been to buifd a handsomle6iew facility -

for occupational traininpin Roxbury, atminority.,community. 11;e,

Hubert Humphrey center, emphasizing coMputerlbasdd,high technologA

M

instruction delivered to studentsin.an individualized fashion, is
:*

expected t0 attract white and minority students-in roughly.equal pro-
.

portions.,

In Houston, the school district has responded 'to the.tourt:s

.desegregation order in ort by changing the organization of vocational

3
education with the distri,Et. Houston ha's concentrated Many of:its

(
. . .

vocational' programs in carder concentration high schools tha are'
. ,

.-

Q .

s° 391
A
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.

. -
- with a "neW

. .4'

breed", of teacher;* the kind of teacher who had a'high level
A ,.

.
. ,

,.

.,..---

. . .

6f technical skills, was thoroughly, at home in a computerized setting
.

S.

., . . .-
.

. .,

I
open to students,.thrOughout the district. We were told by district

administrators, -Chat 'enrollments-in these "magnet" vocational high

schools.are maihtainedwithin the guidelines,for'racial balance

established bylhe court.

Other cities have used superior vocational-education programs
.

as 'magnets&to increase sbcial integration' in particular schools,
.

though nbt as extensively eln-Houston. °For eXample... Chicago adopted
. ,

350

.

a policy that allows students. to transfer .to a tcbool outside.diejr.
4 .

- ..

. .
A .

. residential atteridaue area for integ. tion 13prpopes if the receiving
4, 4 ., ,:-.1,

school is under-enr011ed: The district has develope4upericr- program :;--.

ln,computer sciencesiat'a pred&Minantfj! white high school that'i's now
1 I

.

i --.. p

being used.as a "magnet" program to draw black students from other schools..

b.. Collective Bargaining. Except in one instaNce,, collective

. A .

ArgVining did licit appear to -have a strong independent influenceon

vocational' education, but that instance-isi worth doting. In Boston,

.
.

. . f

some of the central office administrators appeared to becrieve that the
. -.

new Hubert Humphrey Center could only be successful ifsit were stiffed,

.1

. . .

°And yet was able to teach students bver a very wide range of academic

,

ability. The administrators thus sought to make a nationwide recruitment
N .

, .ef 'ort. to staff the imstituti on' afresh. Boston i,s affedted by declining
- - .

A
. -

,enrclments and_is suffering layoffs of teacOers from regular staff.
.

-

.

4 the time of our visit to Boston, the unions were dgmanding that the

,

new occupational training facility be staffed by teachers, already employed

-in the Aston systtil If.this,,interp tation correct, one might says,
.

. - .

, 392'
o
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it is possible that teachrs' unions 4ert a dampening inflyence on

.

program innbvation..in. vocational 'education. A
'

On the other hand, we were
-

toad in Los Angeles and Chicago that
. . 1

teachers of vocational subjects were paid_on the average at 'coniSderably

in excess of academic teachers and tliat-the teactiers' unions raised no

particular objection. This kind of flexibility in,salary policy allowed

the districts to be more competitive in bidding -Mr skilled persons,
4

persOns who,may have, many alternatives for employment'in the private

sector, to serve as teachers in vocational education.

VII. The, Federal Role in Vocational Education in the Cities

'The Vocational. Education Act does not express a specific federal

poTiCx regarding the cities.
. 14owever, the 1976 Educational Amendments

require states to use, certain criteria in intra-stateallocations of

VEA funds that would seem to favor many of the large urban school

districts. These criteria include economic depression 'of the area
.

served by the district, high rates of unemploymentn the area, and

local needs for services to disadVintaged students, handicapped students,

and.students of liMited.Engl)sh 'projleiency. The federal guidelines

regarding intra-state distribution of federal vocational mongy are
. 9so and contradictOry thatstates vary widely in their distri-

bution process and in.their treatment of the large cities. Indeed, one
-....:

of the criteria-statesare
required to use in their. formulas, relative

financial ability, works in general to the detriment cif the large cities.

Cities are frequently °seen to be "rich" in assessed valuation per student.

Many.observerstold this showing of relative wealth to be. fictional,
N .

or an artifact of the proCess of measurement.

".
r ,

V"-- 'o
1..
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In the citiese visited, several vocational-education adminis7-

tratorsexpresavi concern about th'e share of 'federal VEA funds, being

allocatedto the cities by the states. In four of the seven cities,

.
r

1

the distrtct administrators stated that the distributian.formulas dis-

criminated against the-cities, in that the district did not receive

. .,

i-0.,
-,

VEA funds in proportion to the distnict ,
,

s enrollments. .In Wee ct,_
.

t

the administrators reported thattheywere treated fairly under the.

state's distitibution fOrmula.-,In Los Angeles, a gchool district of'ficAar'

ciscribed California's distribution policy ai."des.tgned for the Cities."

A. The Impact-of YEA RAis. As Table VIII -8 shows, the - federal

. .

shAre of the.total vocational education budget in the cities visi'ted-
.

varied.from approximately 2 percent in Dade County to 11 percentin'Chicagb:
,

Similarly, we found wide variation amongt6e. cities 41 the perception of the
)

value and influence of the`federal vocational education dollars. For' '
4 s.aoV.* ,

example, Illinois ditributes VEA funds on accost- reimbursement basis, so

Chiago 4s not requiredto submit an application for VEA funds that '

detail plans for the expehdit6resof federal funds, nor. Aoes the

--

distriCt separately account for' the expenditures of funds 'by source.

In Chicago; therefore, A dollars are equivalebt to general revenue-
-

sharing funds and have 1 ttle effect-except to increase the vocational--,

education budget ,by l1 percent. :-
4,...

0
..., . ,

. -

Since Colorado distributes aver half of its VEK. \funds to post .

.

..' , % -

\. f
isecondary instittonsk the federal dollars- allocated fNthe Denver

- .
&

Public Schools represent only-four percent of the digtrict!s'Vocational
..

.

education budget,,
6/

istrict administrators rdpor;ed'VEA money 4s s4mply -
..,

. ,

too small an amount spread-Over too "many categories to have anyimpaot

at all,

394 -
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Table

Do School Listrict Administrators Think the Cities

,Get Their "Fair Share" of VEA Funds?'

YES

°Ratio of Proportion of State
VEA Funds to Proportioh of

Enrollments, 1978-79 ..

NO fecohdary JPostsecondary1

BOSTON

CHICAGO

DENVER

J

X

X .91

1.27

. .

1.59-

1.97

SOUSTON ,'X

,

LOS ANGELES I X , 1.46* ° .94*

MIAMI : - I X

NEW YORK CITY X I

Source: Interviews and calCulations based on information
supplied by the states. and state accountability

reports.

* Based on 1977-78 data.

.1

r
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- Table VIII -8

School District Vocational Education Budget'
And Federal VEA,Stiare, 1980-81

354'

sr,

0

'Total Vocational
Education et VEA Funds , Percent'. .

BOSTON . .

ea '

CHICAGO 7`.::', 4.
DENVER ,' ..

.

HOUSTON ,. .

TON .

I.t'lS ,.11.,NGELES*

..e..4,,

DAti,hC'-'66fITY' (MIAMI)

.NE14' YORK CITY
P. .

.

.

\ '

.

$55 million

$11 million

I $25 million
1

$48 million

-----.,,

$58 million

.

I ,

.
.. I

$1.6 million

$6.0 million, 11

a

+ $'466,Q00
. . ,

w
f$2.0.,million

$4°b million

$1.4.million

--w- -

--............
a

11%

.4%

8%

8%

2%

,

SoUrce:. Interviews with the vocatipnar e4ucaion' directors in each
:. of the'city school district's

.

*os Angeles data from California VEA Accountability Report,
1978-19.

1
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.The Denvel- Comminity College vocational administrators similarly.

.

,egard VEA funds as hbing' little or no effect. ,While postsecondary

i,'"institUtions,"recee e'relaiively large share of the VEA funds, the

community.calege administrators do.not*regard federal dollars as

additional revenues but as'supplanting part of the tate's share

of'the institution's total.budget. Administrators reported that the
.

.

legJslature appropriates state-funds fgr the community colleges)
. .

' after the amount of-federal revenues is known, reducingthe state share

. e

of the budget by an equal amount.
,

i
o.

, b\' Ineother city school distilcts, however, administrators-Sawt,federal
, .

vocational education d llars.as being of greatpr importan6. In Miami,
.

.

. federal fue were said to be'"essential" forprograms for special
,

' populations,-funding services that, would not be'provided without the

federal categorical requirements. Los Ange4es, the district voca-

tional %Administrators' asserted thitfederal,dollars ."save" vocational

education in the comprehensive high'schools, since vocational education

ls,not a schpol.district priority an0 has a weak claim on shrinking

school district funds. -jn,Mew York, federal vocational education funds

aid the districtwith equipment, purchases and, while it is not enough -

to keep the program p-to-date in equipment, the fiscal constraints'

of the district the federal contribution important.'

OeSpite variation in the perception of city vocational adminis

trators-regarding the impact of VEA funds on vocational education, the
. ,

general assessment is that in no instance is the federal share large

enough to aid the districts materially in meeting federal objectives.

This'is with regard to the direct effect of.federal .funds. IndicectqY,

39;
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I.

there may be a stronger effect.. We were told in several cities .thatI-
federal regulations help to protect the state and local.pntributions

4

to vocational- education, in the. face of budget cutbacks generally, and

-

of course, one cannot have federal, regulations without federal money.

This indirect effect, if it exists in truth, could be important to,the.

4

target,populationslisted in the federal legislation. When the cities

reduce spending on vocational education (in real terms), they seek to

substitute cheap programs for expensive. Some of these cheaper programs,

such as drafting, graphics, and Computer prOgrammirig (cheaper when its ,

possible to tie into the district's own mainframe computer).may look

modern and up7to-date, but they-also are prOgrams,that appeal mainly to

bookish students who are comfortable in the academic track anyway.' They

may have less appeal to disadvantaged males who might prefer a program

in truck driving. City districts under financial pressure also reduce

offerings t night and in the summer -- in Los Angeles, the summer
.-

. t
.

vocational training activity has been virtually abandoned -- and services

provided outside regular school hours/months have held particular

attraction for disadvantaged and minority persons. Finally, counseling

and placement services are likely to-be an earl victim of budget cuts,

and all these activities are especially useful-to members cif target

populations. Hence, we conclude that if the federal regulatibns help

protect the state/local contributions to vocational education, then'

federal involvement may be beneficial to target populations even when

the apparent direct contribution of federal money is small.

B. Problems with Vfl Funds.' During the site visits, district

vocational education administrators discussed three primary prOblems

398
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associated with the useOf federal funds under the Vocational Education

Act: 1) restrictions on'the use of.federal funds, 2) excess cost-
.

accounting and 3) the reporting'burden imposed by VEDS -. In these large

districtthe most Roblematic aspects of the law are the restrictions

on the use to which the districts may,apply federal vocational funds.

1. Restrictions. We found that there is a great deal of confusion

among local administrators between what are federal requirements and

- what are-restrictions that have been imposed by the states: In several

instances, di§trict complaints about federal limitations on the way the

federal funds were spent were, in fact, state regulations.

(-A typical example of state imposed restrictions-is the requ reme4

that federal,money be spent on nlw programs. For example, in Massa-

chusetts, the'state permits districts to spend a maximum of 10 percent*

of their basic grant for maintenance of existing programs, the rest

must be spent to establish new programs. Additionally, the district

must asyre the state that new programs will be locally supported

within three years. In the present situation of fiscal crisis, this

requirement creates disincentives forBoston to apply for federal money.
91,

2. Excess Costs. In order to apply for federal funds'allocated

under setasidet for handicapped'and disadvantaged students, districts

are required-to account'for the excess Costs of vocational education

for handicapped and.disadvalitaged students mainstreamed in regular
-

vocational programs. Excess costs are defined as expenditures.exceeding

'the average expenditures per student for non-handicapped and non- disad-

vantaged students. Several of the districts rep rted difficulty deteN.

. mining their excess costs for students ainS med in regular programs.
41,

35

a



t ,2,358
"

\1/4

Accounting systems are simpl not organized in'a manner that 'would.

enable a district to determined costs per student by program.

The definition of both excess Costs and disadvantagement were

described by one postsecondary ,administrator as "to nebulous that.We

are afraid to make a claim for fear of an audit." 4\ more typical respon

to the problem of excess cost accounting, however;' is for districts to, -

apply for the setaside funds for special classes or facilAties, where

only disadvantaged or'handicapped students are served. Ih addition to

making it easier for the'district to document exce s costs, the full..

costs pf such special programs may tae consider,d excess cdsts. Thus,

the excess cost provision of the Act'creates an inceative for districts

to segregate special population students in special program, defeating

- .

thefederal priority to mainstream special students wheneer possible.

13. Reporting Burden. Mott of the large city school districts

4
did not consider-the reporting burden imposed. by VEDS to be a major.

.problem! In districts of 4is size, data management at the district

level is More routinely handled and the VEDS requirements have
i

been

more easily absorbed than might be true in smaller districts.

At the postsecondary level, however, vgcational. education adMinis-
.

tratdrs questioned the utility of the VEDS data for postsecondary and.

'adult programs since the enrollmenf data is4ollected,ih a-form more

suitable to secondary institutions. Reported enrollments do not "4.

accurately reflect the actual number of persons seabed silIce many programs

are open-entry, open-.exit.

C. Changes City Vocational Education Administrators Would Like to

'See in Federal Policy. In discussions with.school district super'ntendents

t 400
drit



and vocational education direcors at both the secondary and postsecondary,

levels,la number of administrators have'suggested changes in federal

Policy that would benefit cities.

First, in districts where state allocation procedures were said ,

to discriminate aTainst the cities, dome administrators suggested that

-the federal VEA funds be allocated directly to the cities, bypassing,

the state agency.. These administratoribfelt that federal intent was

not bbing realized in the state's distribution formula end that the

.Y
cities would receive a larger share if,the federal vocational education

'funds were allocated directly from the federal Avernment.

, it
A second suggestion that we frequently heard eras that federal

funds should carry fewer categorical spending requirements and less

regulation, both state and.federal, so that the.limited resources could

be-more effectively targeted on local,needs. Under present legislation,
'0.

it was argued: federal Money "js spread' so,thinly (among priorities),
# %

it doesn't make much-of Arl impact.om,enythirig:"

Two district offic)tis made specifid suggeStions for the use of

federal-vocational education money. The' rocational education director4
1

.in Chicago
.

felt thatwocational eSucatttmoney ought to be directed
, 1

toward improving the connection between private industry and vocational
-';r

.

.......education. He believed it wa wasteful and increasingly out of range
\\

V. J ,

.

of school district budgets-to duplicate Opensje equipment and costly

facilities withtn the school system, Hesuggestedrithat'schoolodistricts
,

,t'
i

should usethe facilities of naustry tdArain students on up-to-date.

equipment in realistic settings. Speci.ijcally, he proposk that federal

, money be,hsed to es*blish tax ,credits private industry that would

\

0

/
increase capital formation on theicondtiOnthat eligibility for such.

359
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credits depend upon enrollment of9vocational students in codperative

programs that°used industry equipment far vocational training.

The superintendent of Houston School District,. in discdssing

the need for improving secondary education in general, said that voca-

tional or "career concentration" high schools"show the most promise

for motivating kids and insuring-integration." He suggested that

140 r,

jedera,1 vocational education money could be directed toward establishing

these kinds of schools..

Conclusions

In Summary, the main conclusions we draw about vocational education

in the cities from our site visits to the seven-major urban school

Aitri,e-ts art the following:

O

'r

1) Vocational education programs in vocational high schools and

'area vocational centers are generally superior to those.in

comprehensive high schools.

21 Vocational:edOcation programs br adults and postsecondary'

,students'are.generally superior to those at the secondary

t.

.

3) Barriers to accdss to highqtal4tyvocational programs .continue
.,

.

to exist for special PopUlations: minorities, lepmen, the
. ,

,..
andicappedi the disadvantaged, and students of limited English

* 1/4,,

proficietwyo,f0 at least .the followingreasons:
.

..- .. .
. .. ,

a)7.Geographic,locatibn df programs :,

a

:

b) /jilt-Rations on ,size of ppograilts ...
,

t

.

c) Admission requisre,men0

d) Restricted job entry.
.

,

0 2 r,

15'

o;

ri.
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)

.

4) Local econdmic conditions dre of primary importance in inflbencing
4_ f

the outcome of vocational eduCation programs.

5.) Federal Vocational.Educaeion Act -funds have lfttTe di.rect%

imgact.on'either quality.of vocational education in the cities

4

I

oraccess'of alleptrsons, but particularly special populations,

tohigh quality, vocational education.

1..
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,

qhapter IX,
.

Thelpture Interest of the Federal Goyernment.,
in Vocational Education

.,

.'.

In the preceding 2hapters, we have summarized major portions of
s

the work that we in PONVER carried forward'under NIE'contfact #40(1178-0039.,
. `

This chapter, which concludes our Final Report, offees our observations

on the appropriate role of the Federal IgovernMent in vocational education:

Our pbservattons are based primarily on what we learned in.our intensive.
4

study of vocational education during the period of our coritrect.
4

We take up two topics: (1) deficiencies-in existing federal

legislation, and (2)-proposals to make Federal interventions more effective.

4
The first topic is a restatement and elaboration of the ground we Covered

Chapter I. : .

With regard to topic (2), we:state our major assumption: the- ,

Federal government should continue to provide special assistance to
. ,

certain groups who have difficulty in-finding and holding a goodjgb.

Traditionally, thosq groups have been identified as women: ttle popr,

minorities, non-English speaking persons, and the handicapped. We

believe the objectiveg as incorpora'ted in Federal vocational education

-;;

acts from \963 to 1976 is laudatory and that" the idemtification:Of

target population's, except forthe exclusion of minorities, is.basically

correct. Our concern,, then, is not with historic Federal objectives but

-
.

with the relative impatienqe,Of Federal legislation, as it has existed

in the past, to-accomplish those objectives.

4
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. .

4 I. Deficiencies in Existing Federal Legislation for Vocational Education. .

..'
. . 4

In our.efew, the Federal leoislatiop saffes from fourmajor,deficiencies:
. At

.
1) ambiguous objeciivesoand ineffective administration; 21 inelective

,

matching requirements, 3.)' excessive data collection and reporting, and

4)-',inadequate coordinatianwith other fedril policy concerning education

and occupfional training. Each of these needs4laboration.

.A. Ambiguous Objectives and Ineffective Administration. The Vocational
A .;

Education Act is an ambitidus pike of legislation. Section 101 _of the
0

1976 Amendmentssets,farth seven'major%objectiyes tO,be served by the

Act: *1) improV'ed planning, 2) program improvement, 3) program development;

4) program maintenance (where necessary); 5) eliminationof sex discrimination

and sex stereotyping, 6) part-time employment of youths who need .indome

to-continue vocational training, and f) improved access for all persons

in all communities to high qualivocational education. kb accomplish

these aims, Congress appropriated only $784 million for FY 1980: in

some respects, the primary shortcoming of VEA is that.it attempts to do'

... too much wjtn too little, spreading federal dollars so thinly over numerous
. .

objectives that none is adequately addres'sed. A. >
. . :.-

Nevertheless, the problems are more severe than a Simple shortage

of resources. Presently, both the legislation and the regulations; are

c so fraught with ambiguities and

,

contradictions that no amount of money
... i .,,

. (0

would likely achieve the Congress' purposes. .Take, for example, the
..

t

aim to spend money in accorda c with projecWns of future labor market
, . ,

needs, eliminating 6r,constricting.programs imparting skills for which '
.,

thei-e is little demand and expanding those where shortages are most
_ .

e
severe. Although a sensible Objectite.in the abstract, this country

.
A _

f

a'
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,*
r.

X>
has thus far eschewed the kind of economic plannim and cdntralized

4

educatioAsystem that might make suchan aim attainable% 14tking ariy
' A ..

* *
A

T, cdhtrol over the, contractibli -and expansion of various secpors'of the
. ,'% .

t
eonomy, as well as over.fitringand.ditissing-teachers,at the local .

,

,.,
,

--- .
. ,.

I,
.- hvel, states prepareithic,k_documents of det43ed figures, on labor

.

4 ,

'market supply and demand'th.atte 1arge1Y-ignbred,by all. concerned: Thd
. 4 . ''',.; . ,.

.

eiptanatioh forsuch widespread-discittn is the,sate of the ar,t'-- the

"need for better WilOwer Rranning11.1t a frequent=tefrain"77 but the simple _

. -. 4.. -
.., 1,,,,."

truth i5 thano.matter'how.adeilrate the nukbers,, meither.iheeConomy nor

I-
the .educatTon sysieM is sufficiently cent.)01zed va,.d controllable to use

. k ..., , ...
.

,

the data effedtively.. Consequently, -a major reOli:rei6of of VEA --; allOcatidn
.

v. 2 )4 . OE, : . \ :: 1. .
It ° A ,i

of resources in conjurktion with-estifiates.of labor panet weetit---qs`an
,

<gxerGise in :frustration that inOterstates to perpetuate4he fiction
.

. v I , ,(4,

that it-can be done pre_cistly.; -, 49.

Even if sensible prodedures 62kild be devielOped to target.funds to

support programs "which are new to the area to be served and which are

designed to meet new and emerging manpower needs and job opportunities

in the area," it is likely that the objective would conflict with another

major aim of the act, to direct funds to economically depressedareas

and areas with high rates of unemployment. Areas with new and emerging

labor market needs and new job opportunittare morejikely to be
, -4

growing, economically vigOrous communities with low unemplOYment:

-
Which purpose is to,Aave priority? If both are to be served, would-°'

not this conflict with another provision of the act that prohibits

states from allocating funds "on the basis of per capita enrollments

406-
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or through matching of local expenditures on a uniform percentage basis?"

.Congress aParentlyintended states to concentrate federal'dollars on

pad-icular purposes andin.particulai- 'treas. Howeer, if funds are

to be allocated both to economically depressed areas and to areas,with

new and' emerging labor market needs, there-are very few areas of any

' state-that would not qualify for assistance.

11 e

Qther provisiods of the liegislation attempt to qualify these. two

ir
'requirements and target funds more prectisely, but the language's

frequently vague or inappropriate. Thus, states are directed touse
4

as thd Iwo most important factors in determining Tunds distribution .

1) -"relative financial abili'ty," and 2) "the relative number of Concen-
,

A A

- tration of low - income, families or individual's." The regulations define'
a

relative%financial ability as either property wealth per capita or

local tax effort. Despite, the fact that neither ofthese can easily

be measufed by most LEAs, the first is a particularly, poor choice because

it ignores household 'income. When relative financial ability is defined
.

in this manner, a number.of "high wealth" LEAS: will contain substantial

numbers of low-income households. Cons6quently, the intent to direct

funds to LEAs with concentrations of low-income families is considerably
.,tip,

weakened
,

More oftentyather than elaborating,

the ambiguous language of the legislation.

the regulations-simply repeat,

For example, what constitutes
.:.

365

an "economically depressed" arekor-a "high" rate of unemployment is 1,N

never clearly defined. -What d9es it mean 'to give 'priority" or "greatest

weight" to some factors over others?, If states are not to

allocate funds on the basis of per capita enrollments or uniform rates

ely
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(-_-- .
..

, .

. .

or reimbursement, hoi close may a state comp to a uniform distribution 44
, -. ,

.

..
. ( i

. without being con'sidered out of compliance? . , ..

,

While the lack.of clear directions from Congress has caused much

.confuSion about proper uses of fedgral VEA funds, the lack of adequate

technical -assistance to states in designing funds distribahn:systems .

Aar
has created additional Probably no otlAp aspect of the legislation

has generated', re frustration and confusion than the procedures by Which
if

states allocate. federal money to recipients. OVAE require'S

,

states to empld formulas.for allocating funds under Sections 120, 134, 140,

-.and 150 bwe has been unable'toprovide states wiltaklear examples oft

acceptable procedures. In this regar0; the legislation is singulely

.'''unhelpful; even the term'formulaitlapp;rs.nowhere in the legislation,

let alone clear instructions about definitions of yariab4s, appropriate

weights, and mathematical relationships among the various criteria.

Unfortunately,, OVAE has not had the technical expertise. to develop

appropriate models or clear guidelines. Nor has"the agency been able

accurately to evaluate estatedesigned procedures; in some instances,

,sensible approaches have beendeclared out of compliance, while more

often procedures that are mathematical nonsense have been approved:.

In short, finless some of the major areas of confuson are resolve

by legislation,none of the primary aims ofthe Vocational Education Act°

*
4

is likely to be addressed effectively. Without tTeare directions from

the. Congress, OVAE0s,apparently unable to give states direct answers to
A

questions that have been troubling them since regulations were first

issued in October 1977. As late. as December 12, 1980, OVAE is still

unable to be any more specific on funding issues other than to tell

A

,r

8
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-states in the Federal Register that they must_give,"Weight to the

priority.factors described in section 106(a)(5)(A) in conjunction with

the allocation factors described in section 106(a)(5114)(i)..." ThiS

is na more'edifyirg than the Regulations issued three years earlier.

13., Ineffective Matching' Requirements. With the exception of funds
-. . *

allocated under Section-140 and Section 150(d) ,,states are required to
t

. .

.

match federal fUnds dollar for dollar. Although fhlrequireeent may
, ,

.
.

have stimulated spending for vocational = education in the,early years df

. .,

the Act, it now has little positive impact on.state allocations. Even
.

, .
.

. .

the-requirement th states match halgof the excess costs of programs..
.

.
., ..

for the handicapped`and disadvantaged has not had the intended effect

of, increasing state expenditures. On the cOntra6, expenditures' may,
,-.

actually have diminished in' several states urlable to admir-kisier the

excess cost=provisiolis effectively. At-least three features of.the .

present legislation.undermine,the potential importance of.the matching

requirement: 1) allowing states, tb' match federal d011ars-on_ari_aRgregate

.

basis, 2) failing to prescribe maintenance. of effort. -requirements'ihat
_

.

are'ddjusted fbtinflation, and 3) unrealistic requirements fOr accounting
, -.

, , . _ .

.%

excess costs.
. ..,

. : \ 'N ,

0 .
,,

... .
,

..
s e.

i

.1; .T Matching: To satiSq the fliatthing requirements, states
-,

l'
,-,..

.._ ...

must OdMonifrate that' state and local expenditures-For; Vocational.'' .. .

,

:,

)1 . .

..

... le

e, ed6"6ation equaled or exceeded:federa1 eipenditures 'under Subparts 2, 3,-
. . .

-and 5. With the exception of 'funds "seitside for the- disadvantaged and.
..

. ,

*
Funds distributed u4er Section'14C may be used to cover-the full

costs of special vocational education'programs for the disadvantaged. Funds
distributed under Section 150(d) may be used to Cover 90 percent of consumer
and hodiemaking education in economically depressed areas.

40044

A

367



handicappedima stake has any difficulty meeting this requirement. On the

average,. ratio of state and local dollars to federal dollars.is, now

about nine to one (9:1) with-the ratio,exteeding'fifteen to ope (15:1)

in a number ofstates.' In novstate is the-'raiO less than three to 'One.

,' Permitting states 'to hatch with state and local expend)tures'in
,

,the aggregate has twd consequences. Fir st, it'means that the criteria

established b*Congregs to determinethe.distribution of funds: affect

federaydollart only; they have no influence on'the required.delars
I,-:

of'state maturing funds.. The funding`Jormulas developed to respond to

the Congress', objectifie s- distribute only federal. funds. Consequently,'
,

the distribution of the. maichmay'bear no relation to the distribution

41.

of federal fUnds. In fact, under present law, there is nothing to

prohibit states from allocating matching funds in such a way that the

results-of allocating, federal funds are completely offset by the, pattern '

of state and local spending,

Second,.allowinrstatesto include local dollar in.the match may .

,

be fUrthendiltting the impact of federal exp4nOkures. A major aim

of the federal legislationis ameliorating the effects of limited ability

to .pay. local expenditures- are likely to be positively cbrrelated with

ability to pay. ,State-dollars, on the Other hand,.are usually allocated

in equal amounts per student or, in many cases, inversely to ability to

pay with%poorei'districts receiving larger amounts per student. Conse-

qbently, in states where state expenditures are a 'relatively small fraction

of total expenditures, permitting states to include local dollars in the

match may weaken the equalizing impact of federal dollars.

410 0.
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A hypdthefical example will help, to clarify this point. Consider

°a state with only two districts, A and B, each with one vocational

education student. The tabi4beloW summarizes the source of revenues for

expinditures for vocational educatiOn,' Distilct A, a wealthy district,

Vocational Education Expendit4res
in a Hypot tical State

District 'A District B State Total

Local : $ 860 $250 $1,100
,. State 50 , 50 100

°Federal 100 200 30Q .

$1,000 . $500 $1,500
4

spends $860 per student from local funds and recieves $50 per student

from the state. Distribt 6,,a poor districts can spend .only $200 per .

i

student from local revenges and also receives $50 per students fromthe

state. Following federal requirements that VEA funds be allocated Kith

attention to relatfVe financial ability, the 'state allocates twice as

much VEA money per student to B than to A. Matching requirements are

satisfied because ,total state and local expenditures are four times

'federal ($1;200 to $300, or 4:1).

State expenditures, however, are Only one-third of federal expendi-
.41

tures.4 Consider what would happeri if Vie match applied to state dollars

ohly. To continue to receive VEA funds, this hypothetical state would
r

have to increase spending by $200. Even if the state continued to allocate

state funds in eqdal amountspet.*udent, with an additional $100 going to

both A and B, B would be,eelativel better off. Its expenditures -

would increase by20'percent compared to 10 percent for A.
;

/. 411:
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Nevertheless, thespending gap between A and B would not harrow.

B would still be spending $500 per student less than A ($600 compared

to $1,100 where prior to changing the matching expenditures

were $500 and $1,000, respectively). Consequently, an, even more effective

matching requirement would not only limit the match to state funds,,but

also require the state matching dollar to be -distributed in the same

fashion as the federal dollar. Under this rule, every federal dollar

would carry a state dollar.with it, and in our hypothetical stte, B's

-'poSition would improve considerably. B would receive $200 in state

funds and $200 in federal funds for.a total of $650. A would receive

$100 in state funds and $100 in federal funds. for a total of $1,,05.Q.

Now, not onlyis B relatively better off than-A (enjoying a 30 percent

increase compared to a 5 percent increase for.A), but the spending gap

has narrowed from $500 to.$400..($1,050 - $650) .

To summarize, Congress would achieve a muchgreater.impact by

requiring states to match federal funds-wAh state dollai's only and

further stipulating that the matching state.dollar be allocated under

the-same formullas federal funds. States, of cpurse;-would be free.

to distribute'state funds in excess of the 5000 match in any way.they .

see fit. Short of'such changetl, the present matching requirements are

meaningless and should be eliminated.

-2. 'Maintenance of Effort. Section 106()(6) explicitly prohibits

using VEA funds, to supplant state and local funds. To enforce this

requirement,` Section 111(b)(1) further stipulates that no state and

no LEA'shall receive VEA funds unless expenditures per student or

, aggregate expenditUres'are equal to those of the preceding fiscal year.
c

. Subsequent regulations interpreted this Section as allowing up to five

4.



percent slippage. Fbr example, a smote spending $10 million for voca-
.

tional education in one fiscal year and $9.6 million in the succeeding

4W
is considered to be maintaining fiscal effort'because expenditures

ave not declined by more than five percent.

In a state where VEA funds amount to only 10 percent or less' of

tota 'expenditures., it.is, easy to see that this liberal interpretation

:of the maintenance of effort-requirements tould quickly lead to illederal

funds supplanting state and focal 'funds. Permitted to reduce spending

by up to five percent, states could completely supplant within two

years. Moreove?, in. these times of double digit inflation, the 41-five

percent=rule" Could lead to reductions in real terms of 15 'percent or

more. For example, with an inflation rate of 10 percent, a state

spending $10 million the previous year-would have to spend $11millien

the next merely to maintain effort in real terms. If instead it spent

.

only $9.6.million, in real terms it would be spending only 87%. ofithe

amount expended the previous year.

. -rn short, as presently written And interpreted, the maintenance of '.
.

effort requirements are meaningless. States are, in effect, free to

supplant legally despite prohibitions in the law. Unless Congress is

prepared to require maintenance of effort in real lerl'ms either in the

aggregate or on thebasis of expenditures per student --
0

the-requirements
I

should be eliminated. Otherwise, they proddce only wasteful paOlerwor4

and evaluation.

3: Excess Costs. Funds allocated under 'the 10 pexunt setas.ide

.for the handicapped and 20 percent setaside for the disadvantagediare to

be used to pay for up to 50 percent of the excess costs of vocational

educatton.for handicapped and disadvantaged students. For students ,
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a.

h

mainstreamed in regylar vocational education programs, excess costs
.. : L

are defined as expenditures exceeding the average exp enditure per student
.

, .6 % ' .
1 W 0

for non-handiCappeti and non-disadvantaged students; For example, if
. ,

average expenditures per'student are $1,000 for non-handicapped and
, . -.... ..., . , .

nbn-disadvaltaged students, and a district spends'$1,500 on a handicapped :

.
. 14,

student-in :a.regular.program, excess costs are $500, and the district
...----, , ,-:

wbuld..be'eligible to-receive up to,$250 in federal setaside funds. ,

r .
6

For students in speciaa classes or facilities,.tA full casts may
.
r

,

....

bd.considered,excess costs.

0

Although the excess cost rule was intended.to increase state and

local spending on vocational education forhandicapped and disadvantaged

students,, it is possitp-that it has had the opposite effect. Faced

with severe budget strains, a number of LEAs claim they are unable

to cover half of excess costs and therefore either return or do not

apply for setaside funds. Furthermore,)liany LEAs report great difficulty

in even determining what excess costs are. Accounting systems are not

organized to,keep track of expenditures in such a fashion, and it.is

not clear how they could be reorganized, even if the cost could be justified
,

C
relative to the amount of federal funds - involved. 'Consequently, at-least

as far as concerns mainstreamgd students, it is likely that excess costs

are not being reported accurately by districts willing to risk anaudit

and may be discouraging others from using .setaside funds at all. Also

troublesome is the fact that LEAs may count the full cost of special

programs as excess costs. This creates ab strong incent44e to spend VEA

funds` only on speOial programs, which may in turn discourage LEAs from

mainstreaming disadvantaged ak handicapped students.
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.Finally,, all of this concern witOduncdting f.iils to address the
.j, .. , ,. ,

ifundamental question.concerning what Vpes of s'ervides,end programs
l IA
disadvantaged.and handicapped 'students, re actually receiving. The

primary objective is to jmprove the.access of,these students to high

quality vocational education program$%":, Neither the setasides nor\he
A

excess cost requirements have any effdct on,thI4,objective. As long

as these funds are expended on th se !students,-LEAs are not accoun bte

for the quality, ofervices offered. Inthe absence of such accountability,

setasides and excess cost requirements create'.needlessly complicated

administration of funds.

C. Reporting Requirements. Tile Vocational Education 'Act requires'

extensive reporting by states and LEls. States are required to submit,a

Five Year Plan, an Annual Plan, an Annual Accountability Report, and data

requested for the Vocational Education Data System (VEDS)".. Eligible

recipients are required to submit annual applications, as well as the data

requested by the state for submission to VEDS. The Act also establishes

a substantial review process that...includes state and local advisory

councils, occkiational information coordinating committees, and repre-.

.sentatives of various state agencies.

As was noted 'previmAly; the planning required by.VEA suffers from

unrealistic expectations aboui.the coordination that. can be achieved

betweektraini:ng and labor markets in a decentralized economy and education

establishment% COnsegdently, states go through the motions of projec 'ting

labpr:marketsupplji and-demand, butlt is doubtful that thege exercises

'have much influence on allocating-resources to vocational education. As a

result, the plans .are not plans at all but rather thick pcuments of

assurances that the .stateis complying with federal law and. regulations.
0
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Oftenthe pPans simply parrot, the language of,the Act.' The .e 'pyans also,
. ?-

descHbe.procedures for distributthg funds to eli'gible'rec.jpienit,.and

, . . ,

the ambiguity and confUsion surrounding this" issue'are,Cjearly refltected
..

in state-plans. Descriptiont'aetqften vague 0 confusing and in ,,d few -
:

'instances may,bear-little 'relatiotirto how fund are actually distributed. ....,.

;27' . J . .. , .

Others describe elaborate systems that, yespicetheir complexity, allocate
.,. .

,, 4 .. V,a.

funds among recipients on a n4 rly uniform sis. We could go on About

2.' f-374

-;

. the hollowness of state plans but willfend our remarks here. Suffice it
. '.1

to say .that we see states epgbding Considerablepide5ari-d money on

d' et4's that serve little purpose.
1

1:'''
t , %

Added td these planning requirements are.VEDS.slemands for data.
,

*
VEDS requires information from the state on four general aspeott of

vocational education:

1) Program enrollment and termination, including enrollment
by race and sex, as Well as by special needs. (disadvantaged,

handicapped, and limited-English proficiencyrby six-digit
OE program code.

2) Personnel, including teachers and staff by race, broken out
by two-digit OE'program code.

Finances, in-eluding . - vas
by legislative purpose` (Section'120, 130, 140, etc.) and
t0 number of persons benefitting from expenditures,for each
of these purposes.

4) Follow-up, including a survey of completers and leavers, as
well as a survey ofemployers.

These data are collected annually and, with the exception of follow-up

data for which sampling is permitted, for the universe of eligible

kcipient! of VEA funds.

DS imposes a verlarge burden. The National Center for Education

Sta istics, the agency responsible for administering the systein, estimates

VD
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that for theltecond year of collecting data, each state will spend over

3,600 bors on the average, or a total of 183,560 hours, Although the

'1976 Amendments authorized $5 million to help states with the costs of

implementing VEDS, no funds were appropriated, and states hayeigen

forc6.to absorb .the fUll costs.

VEDS promises an important improvement in the accuracy of vocational

education data,.bUt it achieves this at tubs,tantil cost and perpetuates

many of the analytic deficiencies of past data systems. All of the

information is aggregated to-the state level, prohibiting analysis of

most of the important featuICAs of the federal legislation. Many of the

requirements affecting the distribution of funds concern characteristics

of eligible recipients, not the state as a whole. Even the requirement

, that states distribute money with regard to relatiye financial ability

and concentrations of low-income families-cannot be assessed using
.*

VEDS data.

In'our view, the amount of information collected by V DS *
is excessive. The system combines too much detail with too\,
little analytic utility. In a recent report to the Nationa
Institute of/Education, we recommendeAA two tiered system for
collecting vocationaleducation dada. For purposes of annual
accountability,:a more modest annual data collection effart is

,proposed. For purposes of evaluating the effectiveness of
federal legislation, an extensive -quintennial census is recamMeNded

'to inform reauthorization.

.. . .

D. Coordination with-Oilifr Federal Legislation. A major` concern

-
of federal policy regardthg vocational education has been.improving

access to high quality programs among all persons, and especially among

*
See Charles S. Benson, E. Gareth Hoachlander, and Bronia Lena 1,

Johnson, An Assessment of the Reliability and Consistency in Reporting
fbf Vocational Education Data Available from National Information Systems,
University of taltfornia, Berkeley: Project on National Vocational
Education Resources, 1980.

,
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minorities, women, the handicapped, and the disadvantaged. While'many,

aspects of
.
current vocational education legislation attempt to address

(,,

.

i

.
. .

. .

this'problem, many of the major,obstacles to high 'quality programs 1.ieg

,. ,

outside the.votatiphal education establishment. Among, the. major barriers
1.

,

are: 1) inadequate basic skill's, 2)°geographis immobility13) :insufficient

"financiahability, 4) restricted program.enrollments, and 5)-restricted

job entry. None of these impediments ian be adequately handled by, vocatfOnal
.

education 'alone. tven the'problem of restricted enrollments exists in

part because of accurate assessments of basic ski-lls necessary to nter
-.

,the program and.employment prospects yon completion. ,;Onsequently, N,
. . . . .

.
,

improving access thro.4 vocational education legislation will

better coordination with other aspects of federal policy concerned with:

basic skills education, transportation,and school constru ction,'

financial,support for students, expansion of training bpportunities, and

improved employment opportunities. To date, such coordinationleays
. ,

much to besdesired. Some examples will illustrate the problem.

It is'a common mistake to speak of vocational edutation as thOug0

it were'a single program,.a 'unified curriculum with rather uniform

standards 8f entry, instruction, completion, and job placement. In

fact, vocational education is extraordinarily diverse.. It represents

approximately two hundred .different programs, including topics as

dissimilar as ornamental horticulture, general merchandising, Inhalation

therapy, home management, shipping and receiving clerks, petroleum tech-

nology, and aviation airframe and power plant maintenance, to nam1p but

a few. Each program may be comprised of as many as a dozen courses.

Moreover, even within a single school district,oprograms may be offered

418
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in a variety of institutions -- comprehensive high schools, community

colleges, vocational high schools, "shared time" area schools, or

. vocational technical institutions.

With such diversity, it is inevitable that programs vary widely

in quality. Quality Is an elusive tervin education, and we do not

° claim to, have a comprehensive definition. 'NeVertheless, if one examines

some Simple measures such as intenstty of instruction (i.e., Contact
'

hours, credits, etc.), expenditures per student, prospects Tor employment,

placetents, and expected earnings, it is clear that there is a hierarchy

of vocatiOnal.yograms with sale far superior to others. It is important

to note that this hierarchy is not necessarily constant across a state

or even across a local school district. Thus, welding may be a.better

program than radiation therapy in a community with 'heavy new construction

and a surfeit of health workers. Similarly, Welding taught in a vocational

high school and welding""iaught in a comprehensive high school may share

nothing in common except the same six-digit OE program code.. In short,

one .must be discriminant in label g particular programs "loW" or "high"

quality, but there is little doubt that the distinctions exist and are

widely understood by employers, teachers, students, and parents.

Given that such a'bierarchy exists, how then do special populations

. fare? To answer that question, and at ,the risk of violating our own

-caveat against generalizing about higtu ity prodrams, we would

'repeat some general observations about which,vocatibyna1 edutation

_programs are -likely to-be better than others.. Fyfst, offerings in

vocational high schools and shared -timearea schools tend to be Superior'
-

to those in Comprehensive high schools. Compared to comprehensive
0

4 4'19
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high schools, these schools are able to realize scale economies that

permit 'them to use equipment that is more up-to-date and to employ

more experienced staff. Setond, programs requiring a higher level of

entry level skills tend to have higher rates of completion and morecj

placeMents in higher paying positions. Mahy of these programs are

technically ori-dnte4_but also include more specialized trades that .

require long term commitments to training. Third, programs preparing
t

students for jobs whose,entry is closely controlledby.unions, professional
/,

0
associations, or licensing agencies tend to be better than those leading

to jobs where entry is unrestricted. Finally,.programs that include

work experience, such as cooperative or apprenticeship programs, are

often superior to those thatdo not.
a'

There are, 6?f course, frequent exceptionslo these generalizations,

but if one is willing.to accept them as broadly descriptive of the

program hierarchy, they pose some clear implicatons for the access of

minorities, women,ithe handicapped, and the disadvantaged. First,

vokational.high schools and area schools are often not conveniently

locateetb permit easy access for students in minority neighborhoods

or economically depressed areas. Moreover, even if transportation

"costs could be covered, tripllengths:of an hour or more make such a,

solution impractical -in many_urban as well as rural areas. Consequently,

in many areas, access can be. improved only by constructing new facilties

or renovating exiting buildings. While Section 120explicitly permits

uing the basic grant for construction, most "states find it impractical.

to use the basic grant for this. purpose. Moreover, Subpart 4 of Part B,

which provides emergency assistance for remodeling and renovationof

4 2



vocational eduation facilities has never been funded, although the
. .

1976 Amendme authorized expenditures of $250 million for FY 1978

throdgh FY 1981. Consequently, substantial numbers of students in

urban and rural areas remain geographidally isolated from high quality

vocational education. 0 a

Second, even where geographic isolation is not a major prOblem,

many students are unable to enroll in programs offered at vocational

high schools, In New York City, for example, the district estimates

that about 15,000 students could not be given either their first,

second, or third choice of the vocational high school they wanted' to

attend. 'In part, th is't_problem of insufficient resources to expand

these programs,,,t tbe impact of the problem is borne'disproportionately

by special populations. Because the programs are high quality and

because they are_oversubscribed, admission is competitive and-depends

largely on academic achievement and"mastery of basic skills. Unfortunately,

because the,district does not have the resources to expand offerings of
4

vocational high schools, there is no indenNe, and indeed even a strong

disindentive, to provide additional remedial instruction that would

qualify a disadvantaged student for admission. Similarly, from the
41.

student's perspective, the large number of students rejected discourages

a ll but the most deter mined student from seeking remedial instruction

since even with improved academic performance, chanceS of admission

are far from certain.

Admiision criteria established for more technical programs produce

similar problems for, disadvantaged,students at thb postsecondary level.

In this case, as much as a year's work of preparation in math or science

421
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,, may )5e' 'necessary 4imply to be'considered for admission into certain as

.

..k

(144'44'4Z .

4yocational education'programs. For students with limited linancial- - -

means to support themselves; le gthy preparation is difficult to pursue

and arries-with it a substantial ofnot being admitted .to am over-

subscr d progr4M. Consequently, such considerations May effectively

force these students to optfOr lower quality programs that lave no

admission req s, open enrollments, and.prospects of lower paying

employment. .

Furthiir compounding thedifficulties faced,hy minorities, women,
. -

the disadvaLIMged, and the handicapped are problems poied by restricted

entry into the labor market. _Substantial discrimination persists, and

while, some of this is probably'malevolent, some also results fro"m

- -

employers' perCeptions that hiring minorities, women (in non-traditional

4
. ,

occupations), and the handicapped carries higher risks., It,matter:s not °

'that these perdeptions are unfounded, for as lokg as empoyers believe.

that hiring increases the 'chances of such probTeMs as intreasediabor

strife, higher insurance premiums, greater labor turnover, greater

probabilities of law suits' and other legal problems, loWer.productiVitY,

t,
etc., they will continue not to hire ".high risk" employees, unless they ,

f

are offered significant financial incentives that 'reduce the perceived'

risks. In short, Jack of access, to high quality vocational, pregramsi,

-results in part from a vicious cycle that must be broken if gains are

.to be realized. Students perceive that restricted job opportunities

greatly diminish the rewards of large investments of.time and foregone

_ -earnfrigs in academit preparation and vocational education tnat lead
e

to high paying jobs. Empkoyers see few minorities, women, or handtcaped

- 422
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students coming through the higher quality programs and remain suspicious

of hiring them. The result is a kind of self-reinforcing, Structural

discrimjnation.
.

. This Structural discrimination, as well as lts more malicioys

dounterp.art, aid limits opportunities in vocational education programs

that offer work experience, especially cooperative and apprenticeship

programs. Small pre)grams,to begin with -- they comprise only about two

percerit of enrollments invocational education -- 'co-op and apprAtioeship

opportunities are even le, Ss available to students who are pert of special

populations. Job discrimination, however, is,only one of several causes
,t .

of :limited participation. Most of the other factors already discussed

also impede. access to co-hi; ,and apprenticeship programs. Thus, in

many instances there are simply, no joh opportunities within traveling

distance from the student's*home or school. In ather-cases, co-op and

,

'appienticeship prograMs carry higher entry reqUirements either .to. limit

enrollments or to recognize real prerequisites
;
necessary to perform on

the job.

While vocational 'educatidp must shoulder some of the responsibility

for limited access, it is clear that many'qf the impediments'are beyond

the direct influence of vocational educators. Consequently, if federal .
. .

legislation is to imerove.the-accessflof special populations, it must .

0 ., 'consider-more clogely.how related federal policies impede or strengthen

.
this obj'ecti've. Section IV below offers some- suggeilions for more

., all'-

effeaiVe,COOrdjnatiOn.
es

r.. .9 J". , '
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It. Toward New Vocational Education Legislation

Seekthg to address some of the major deficiencies of the present

legislation, in this section we-propose extensive revision of the

Vocational Education Act. Broadly outlined, we envision legislation

comprised of three parts. Part I, 'controlling fifty percent of the

, federal funds for vocational education, would provide general program

support and would-distribute funds under a formula designed to "level
" .

up" the resources of the neediest eligible recipients. Part,JI, affecting

twenty.-five perceht of federal VEA funds, would distribute federal funds

4 directly to urban ant rural areas to expand enrollments in ,vocatiOnal

high schools or shared-time area vocational Schools. Part III, distributing

'the remaining twenty-five percent of VEA funds, would be used to expand'

enrollMents in cooperative,,apprenticeship, and other programs offering

work experience related to ciassroom'tnstruction. Rebipients of federal
.

fUnds under any of the th'ree parts would continue:to be eligible for

funds as long as they could demonstrate either that'program enrolOnts

are balanced in terms of race, seWhandicap,tand disadvantage, or that

they are making sufficient progress (as defined in the law) toward

.,balancing enrollments.

An organizing premise for this reforMulatiOn of federal legislation'

holds that the federal government is too far removed from and too poorly'

informed.on local conditor)s to be effectively prescyiptive on questions

of how to improve delivery of vocational education. What is needed

in one community may be unnecessary in another. Consequently, the

primary aim of federal legislation ought-to be establishing a.few .

clearly defined objectives for vocatonal education and holding states I

.382'
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and LEAs accountable for realizing those objectives if they are to

continue receiving federal funds. As to how those aims are met, states

'and localities ought to be allowed to pursue whatever strategies seem,

locally appropriate. Under such approach, federal oversight would

concern itself mainly-with-what states and localities accomp,lished

rather than with how. they conform to excessively detailed requirements

for planning and funds distribution. In short, reauthorization should

seek to centralize national objectives while decentralizing the procbss

for meeting them. In this section, 'we suggest the outlifles of legislation

that'address this.aiM.
A 4

A. General Program Support. Uhder Part I Of the proposed legislation,

half of the federal funds would be Available to be used by eligible.-

recipients for whatever purposes they consider appropriate. States would

be required to match federal funds dollar for ddlllr, and both federal and

state matching funds understhis Part would be diitributed by the same

formula. Consequently, each federal dollar distribUted'to eligible

recipients would carry a state dollar with it.

The primary objectives of this Part are twofold. First, it continues

the-aim of the present legislation to aid LEAs that are less able than

to provide 'the finanoial.resources necessary to proide higb

quality vocational education in the areas they serve. Second, it seeks

to improverthe access of minorities, women, the handicapped, and the

disadvantaged to high quality vocational education. Meeting the firstN

objective is the responsibility of the'state. State Aadministrators

would continue to oversee the distribution of funds to eligible recipients,

a
although by specifying the distribution formula in federal legislation,

these responsibilities are considerably simplified. Meetidg,the second

e.
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objective is largely the responsibility of LEAs, and they.are free to,

.

determine their own strategies -for improving access and achieving
. .

balanced enrollments.

The objection will be raised that this approach is not sufficiently

).*-

prescriptive, that many LEAs:Wirl'fail to do the "right thing" by not

providing adequate support services, in-servi4 training,'curriculom

development, remedial instruction, or any other of countless activities.

We suspect that many LEAs will fail to find the right.combination and

that progress -will be slokr in some than in others. Howeve'r, we submit

that there is no single "right" approach that all LEAs can be required

to follow. Neither,are local conditions similar enough tb make such a

prescriptiOn effective, nor do we know enoughto say what the presdriptpn

,

should be In any event, the bureaucracy responsible for adm4niscering
.

the legislation has shown itself largely'Onabi to administer the. prescriptive

aspects of existing legislation, and we are not confident that its performance

will improve by giving it'ev& more to do.

Section III develops the details of the-dfitribution procedures.

Generally, we envision a system that ellocates,funds on the basis of
,

fiscal capacity, per unit of weighted full-time'equivalent enrollment

(:4FTE): The legislation specifies what categories of students (e.g.,

handicapped, disa&antaged, etc.) are to be weighted. It does/got

specify:the weights precisely,but offers states a range from which to

choose. For example, handidapped FTEmay be Assigned a weight ranging

froM1.1.4to 2.Q. Additionally, states have the option of weighting

enrol-linen-4 byprogrim costs where sufficient data are availabld to
. .

make these additional calculations.

.1
4

426 ,



13.

k

The fiscal capacity of eligible recipients is:deteftined in one

of two ways., In the case where resources are provided entirely by the

state -- as is the case for'many postsecondary programs -- an eligible

recipieht's fiscal capacity is simply state revenues for vocational

education. In the case where both state and local revenues contribute

to vocational education, fiscal capacity is determined by levying a

coMputdtional.tax rate againkt the local ,tax base (calculated to terms

of porperty values and personal income) and adding the result to state'

revpuel for vocational education. Eligible recipients are then ranked

by fiscal capacity par,. WFTE, and federal and state matching funds are

distributed in such a fashion that the lowest is first raised to the level

of the second lowest,- these two,are then raised to the level of the third,
,

and so qn until funds are exhausted. Consequently, in sates where there '

are vast 8ifferences in fiscal capacity 14dr..WFTE, federal and state.

matching funds under Part i ,would be concentrated awing the very 'poorest.

In states where these differences are less pronounced, funds would be

distributed more widely

B. ,Assistance to Large Cities and Rural Areas. Twenty-five percent.

of federal VEA funds would be distributed under Part II .to provide,
4 -

- -

assistance to large cities and rural areas. Half of the money under.this

Part would go directly to -cities with p ulations of 300,060 or more as

of the U..$. Census of 1980. These funds would be distributed ori.a per

capita basis, with eqval amounts per capita going to all eligible cities.'

Becaus.g of the leveling up, feature of Part I, no attempt is made to compensate

for differences in fisscal capacity. Consequently, some cities_may receive

funds under both Parts I and II, while some may receive fUnd's only under'

42
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Part II. Funds would flow directly from Washington to the cities; bypassing

the states which are not required to match under this Part.

The primary objective of, funds for cities under this Part is expansion.
.

of programs in vocational WO schools and shared-time area vocational

schools, or any other program that seeks to..concentrate and specialize

vocational activities at a particular school (e.g:, California's Regional

Occupation'al Programs). To continUe to be eligible foi. funds, a city

.must demonstrate either that enrollMents invocational high schools,

shared-time area schools; and other specialized pro4i-ams are balanced

in terms of race, sex, handicap, and disadvantage or that adequate

progress was being made toward such balante. 'Cities are free to choose

any strategy for meeting these twin objectives of expanded prog ams and
.

balanced enrollments. Thus, funds'-may 'be used for constructidn, equipment

r ,

.purchases, transportation, salary supplements, in-service training,

counseling, day care services, or any other purpose deeded appropriate.

As a general rule, these funds would be used to expand programs in

secondary institutions only. However.if secondary programs would best_
-

be served,byr making use of postsecondary facilities and staff, these

fUnds could be expended at the p9tsecondary level.
.

,The other half of the fundj'distribUted:under this Part would be'

awarded on a competitive basisto rural areas for projetts designed to

expand and improve vocational education opportunities for students in

rural areas. For purposes.of this Part,.a. _rural district is'One that
.

,

contains no city with a 1980 population 'of )0,000 or more and is not

part, of an SMSA., Project approval w&uldgive priority to proposals ,,

for, expanding programs in area schools or 'Other shared-time activities

t

rk
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that peimit a wider variety of program offerings and specialization:

However, eligible LEAs could propose alternative projects if they could

demonstrate that expansion of programs in area schools or other shared-
.

time activities was infeasible or' inappropriate. 'Further, rural LEAs

with`secondarienrollments of fewer than 300 students would be required

to join with other LEAS to reach a combined enrollment of 300 or more

before applications would be considered. Projects could. be` funded for

up to'five'years, subjec, to acceptable audits. Additionally, recipients

must demonitrate balan ed enrollments in vocational education programs

or sufficient progress t`bward balance to continue eligibility for federal

funds.
4

% Expansion of Cooperative, Apprenticeship, and Other,Work ExperienGe-
..

-Under Part III, states would receiletwenty-five percent'of deral

funds to distribute to secondary and postsecondary LEAs for expanding

cooperative, apprenticeship, and other vocational education prOgrams

that offer work experience related to classroom nStruction. States

387

would be required to match federal funds dollar or dollar and to distribute

funds to LEAs on the basis ofequal federal and state dollars per WFTE

enrollment In vocational' education. Here again, because Part'I seeks

to compensate for fiscal capacity, Part'III funds are not constrained

by, this consideration; however, funds are to be,allocated on the-basis.
)

of weighted FTE as calculated for Part I; thus directing more"undsper

isstudent to LEAs with greater numbers of students n special populatibns.
.

To 'continue to be eligible for'funds.under this Part,. LEAs mu& demonstrate

balanced enrollments in cooperative, apprentiieshili, and,Other work=

experience programs or adequate progress toward balance. `

.; .
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D. Defining "Balanced Enrollments" and "Sufficient progress" ToWard Balance

One of the Xmary.objectives underlying each of the three Parts

of this proposal is achieving balanced vocational education enrollments,

in terms of race, sex, handicap, and disadvantage. For purposes of this

proposal, we consider enrollments in the relevant programs to be balanced

if the proportions of minority, male and\female, handicapped, and dis-

advantaged students in these programs are equal to the respective propor-

tions of these groups.in the secondary or postsecondary enrollments of

the LEA, plus or minus twenty percent o that ro ortion. Thus, if,

boys are 50 percent of total secondary enrollments (total enrollments

IP'
not only vocational education) in an LEA, a'program will be considered

sexually balanced i-f itwcontaint-from 40 to 60 percent boys (.2 X 50 = 10;

50 + 1 0 =,40 to 60). Similarly, if blacks are "30 percent of an LEA's

.secondary enrollment, a program 11 be considered racially balanced i =f

black repreent from 24 to ,36 p'cent (.2 x 30. = 6; 30 + 6 = 24 to 36)

,y

of, that program's;-enrollment.

Standards of balance would apply to pro am enrollments atthe

level of four-digit OE Codes. Because programs) at the six-digit

level are frequently quite small (often containing fewer than 20, students), _

quantitative standards are impractical. Balance at the level of two-

digit ,pt Codes, however, is too' general to be meaningful. For purpose of

this legislation, there are eight categories of special populations

(four racial groupings -- AMerican Indian/Alaskan Native,' Asian American/

Pacific Islander, Black Not Hispanic, and Hispanic -- males and females,

handicapped, ar,idisadvantaged). LEAs would be'expected to achieve

balance at the level of four-digit OE Codes for any groupxceeding

5 percent of the LEA's total enrollments. , This "5 percent rule"-is

430. *.

388



be balanced in terms of sex, Hispanic, handicapped, and disadvantaged

. .
,-- ,

adopted because below that pPoportion, th'd absolute number of Students
.

is :likely to be too small tb make quantitative standards practical

at the four-digit program level. ,Nevertheless, -LEAs would,still be

expected to achieve balance within the overall vocational education

program for groups representing less than 5 percent .of total enrollments:

ThUs,, in an LEA where males are 55 percent of total enrollments, Hispanics

are 15 percent, Asians 4 percent, gacks'3 percent, handicapped 9 percent

and disadvantaged 7 percent, enrollments at the four-digit level must°

students. Over all vocational, programs, _Asian'S. must be from 3.2 to

4.8 percent of enrollments and blacks from 2.4 to 3.6 percent.

For programs out of balance, sufficient *egress toward balance is

4

defined as. au annual increase in enrollment of 15 percent of the difference

between the districtwide average proportion of the special pop-illation

and the proportion enrolled in the program, For example, if Hispanics
A

are 20 percent of district enrollments but only 10 percent of enrollments

in Aviation Occupations (OE Code 17.04), then sufficient progress toward Itt, ,

balance would be an increase .of 1.5 percent the first year (.13 x (20 - lb) =

.15 x 10 = percent),'an additiona1.3 percent the second'yea'r

(.15 x - 11.5) = .15 x 8.5 = 1.3 percent:,), 1.1 percent the third

yearA:15 x (20 - 12.8) = .15 x 7.2 =71.1 percent), 9 percent the -lcmirth

year
(.15.x (20 - 13.9). = 15 x 6.1 = 9 percent), and soon until balance

is achieved. In this example, balance is.adJiieved.when Hispanic enrollments

.exceed 16 percent (20 + .2(20)
.7. 20'+' 4 = 16 to 24 percent), which would

. -

occurTnthe sixth year for this particular A5rograiiì F. enrollments goals
-7-1-

were met. An LEA that exceeded its enrollment goal in one year-could
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apply th)excessI
s,

toward the followi years. Finally, r'ecognig that

it is unwise' to'penalize severely LEAs that are making substarWal progress

toward meeting these

for fe1deral funds if
$ -

.1

students enrolled in

objectives, an LEA would continue to be eligible

it could demonstrate that at least 90 percent of

vocatonal education programs were.enro14red in

programs that either were in balance or had made the required progress

toward balance.

1

Distribution Procedures

Funds allocated for dener 1 program support under Part I would

be distributed under a'distrib tion formula'specified in the federal

legislation. The ttriloutioli procedures COnsist of three basic steps:

1) weighting enrollmentsolli) deterMining capac-ftY,'-and '3) leveling

'up resources based on fiscal capacity per unit ofWeighied enrollment.
7 ,

, 4

-Each of these steps will be explained.
. '0

,

A. Weighting Enrollments in Vocational Eduation. -The'first step

in the distribution process fequires weighting*the vocational education
, A .

.
f .

enrollment of each eligible recipient to reflect the3needi ofpeclial
e .4

populations. At a minimum, each'state would bil,required tocaltulate

enrollments weighted foy the numbers of handicapped°, diskilv4nt'aged,
. r

and limited English proficiency students. Additionally, states would
.

have optjons of, making finer distinctions among handicapPWstudents, ,,

,

estabYishing-an incentive system for achieving balanced. enrol ments, and .

weighting.for"differences.in costs per students among differen types

of programs at the two,' four, or six-digit program level .^.

4
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1. Required Weighting: For each eligible recipient, the state' would

determine weighted enrollment using the following general formula*

4 WE= VE + aHE + bDE + cLEP

where WE =:weighted vocational education enrollment

VE = the recipient's total enrollment (unduplicated or-FTE) in
vocational education

HE = number of handicapped students enrolled in vocational education

DE = number of disadvantaged students enrolled in vocational
educatt

LEP = number of students with limited English proficiency enrolled
in vocati education.

The coefficients- a, b, and c are the weights given to each population and

must lie within the following ranges:

a (handicapped) = .4-to 1.0

b (disadvantaged) = .3 to .7

c (limited English). = .15 to .3

Duplicate counting is required such that a student that is'handicapped

and'disadvantaged would be Counted first as part of VE, second as

part of HE, and third as part of DE. Idlally, enrollments would be.

expresed in terms of full-time equivalents (FTE) or average daily

membership (ADM), but ,where states lack such data, simple enrollments-

. could be employed.

To, illustrate how the formula woulclwork-,.consider the following

4 hypothetical example in a state choosing the maximum weights in all

Where available, FTE should be used throughout.
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three categories'. Ari eligible recipient has 450 students enrolled

in vocational educationC Of these,. 53 are handicapped, 94 are academically

or economically disadvantaged, and 22 have limited Englisproficiency.
4'

The total weighted enrollment for this district is therefore:

WE = 450 + 1.0(53) + .7(94 + .3(22)

WE = 450 +-53 + 65.8 + 6.6

WE* .= 575.4

. (2)

2. Option One: Distinguishing Among Different Types of Handicapped

and Disadvantaged Students. A state wishing to make. finer distinctions

among different types of students with vpecial sneeds%could adopt a variatton'

of the formula for weighting enrollments. For example, suppose a state
Alt

wanted to establish different weights for five classifications of handicapped

students and two classifications of disadvantaged. It could vary the basic

formula as follows:

392

WE = VE + a1 HE1.4- a HE2 + a3H + a4HE4 + a5HE5 + biDE1 + b2DE2 + cLEP (3)
y

where HE HE2, etc. are enrollments of students with particular handicapg,

and a
l'

a2, etc. are different weights ,(within the specified Pange of .4

tb 1.0) applied to each group. As long as a state kept weights within

the required ranges: it would be free .to establistras many sob-categories

as it wished. Students with multiple handicaps could be counted.more

than once or assigned to the category carrying the ,highest weight,. Similarly.

a student who was both academically and economically disadvantaged could

be counted.twice or assigned to the classificatiOn with'the greatestmeight.

Students who are both handicapped and disadvantaged must be counted twice,
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3. , Option Two: 'Incentives for Achieving Balanced Enrollments. The
. I

basic formula (l) could also be modified to encourage recipients to
4

11.

balance programs by race and sex. For programs tha re out of balance

racially, the skate would calCulate the increase in minority enroldnts,

V
ME, from the previous year. For programs that are sexbalilly'imbalanced,

4
the s,tate Wovld'calculate the increase in males and females (one or the

_ other depending on the nature of the imCalance), SE; from the previous

year. .'Each increase would be weighted and included in the general

formula as follows:

WE = VE + aHE + 6DE + cLEP + dME + eSE ,(4)

States choosing to adopt this option would be free to determine the

weighti d and e. Weights in the range of .05 to .2 seem appropriate and

likely to offer effective incentives.

4. Option Three: Weighting Enrollments to Reflect Differences in
At

Program Costs. States abbe to determine differences in costs per student

among different programs could modify formula (1) to account fOr these

differences. First, using formula (1),'weighted enrollMent.in each'program

, .

WE;, WE3, etc. -- must be calculated,;
1

-

GIE
1

= VE
1
+ aHE

1

+
,
bDE 1-'cLEP

1
(5)

The weighted program enrollments are further weighted to reflect cost

. differences:

, WE 7 pi WE, p2WE9 + IYIWE3 + (6)

4
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where 'the coefficients pl, p2, p3, etc. are weights adjusting for

differences in costs. For example, consider a recipient with three

differentprograms costing $950, $1,075, and $1,320 per student respectively

.against art average optt of $1,000. Weighted'enrollments in these programs

are respectively 75, 67, and 84. Then, total weighted enrollment Would

-abe calculated:.

WE = .95(7.5) + 1.075(67) +- .32(84)

WE = 71.25 + 72.025 + 110.88

WE = 254.155

I

' 394

Note that this optional cost-weighting ?ormula can include any or all

of thefeatures available under.Options 1 and 2.

B: Determining Fiscal Capacity. The fiscal capacity of an eligible,:

recipient would be determined using one of two methods, one employed for.

vocational education programs not supported with any local tax revenues

and another for those that do receive local funds. In the first case,
6

fiscal capacity is simply budgeted expenditures forvotatiOnal education
4.-

excluding any anticipated revenues under VEA and required state matching

funds: In the second .case, fiscal capacity is computed based on equalized

assessed property values and personal.income (where available). This

calculation is a bit ore-complicated and requires eaboration.'

Using the'co ventional measurt of Tocal fiscal capacity, assessed

property value, fails to distinguish between localities.-with significant

differences fn income. Consequently, one typically finds a number of

"high wealth" LEAs with large numbers of low-iricome-househNds and
-

a number of "'poor" LEAs with large, numbers.of high-income households.

4
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'To avoid-tHeSe inpquittes,-Most students of pUbli( 'finance now agree
o

395

that measures of local fiscal capacity should reflect differences in
p

both property values and incomes, However, property values and personal
.

.income cannot be directly compared. In the language Of economists,

the.fist is a "stock," the second is a "flow," and to be properly

compareda flow must be,converted to a stock or vice versa.

One way to compare and combine.property values with personal

income is to.impute the income (the flow) that is produced by property

values (the stock).. This. can be'done if the rate of return to property
. , . ,

(

is tnown or can be estimated. For example, if a house worth $100,000
N, .

, i,

returns $10,000 annually in net rent,- the net rate of return is 10

perden per annum. POternatively, 'mit investor ableto realize a.net.

rate of return of 10 percent in high grade government bonds would pay

no more than $100,000 for a house returni49, a net rent of $10,000 .since

to pay more would diminish the rate of return relative to what could be

obtained elsewhere. In other words, the relationship between property
\..

value, V, and rental' income, RI,'an be 'stated as follows:

(8)

where r is the prevailing interes;t.natt, Thus,.if we can establish the
. s

average prevailing rate of return toreal property, we can compute a

A-yreasure of fiscal capacity, LFC;' that combines property value; V,

and personal income, PI, as follows:

rV -I. PI "=. LFC

RI PI = LFC,

4 3 7
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We now have an estimate of total local income, which for purposes of

this legislation we will use.to-define fiscal capacit9. The app'opriate

rate for r.cannot be det'ermined exactly. We recommend that it be set

annually tiy the Department of Education at the prevailing rate ownlom-

t-
:

term government debt, presently around ten percent. '

0

Once LFC.is AeterminetfoP each eligible radipient, it°is necessary --

'' , to establish a computational tax rat hat can be used to compute a "fair"

4
ELSd -.tLFC

d , d

(

local contribution for vocational education. In states where: the. local b

contribution is known, we recommend that this rate, t, be set at 'the

average rate for the state:

t "-3
LE

LFC

't

(10}

whePeLE is local expenditures for vocational education. ¶his rate
.

for computational purposes only, LoCal eligible,recipients,are free

to spend more or -less lOcal, money on vocational education, but this

'rate Will be-used to determine the expected share that Will be used

to distPlbuta federal and state matching, money. For each eligible

,

recipient; then, the state calculates the expected local share, ELSd:

To this amounejs.added additional funds used ,for vocational, education,..

SA
d'

excluding money received under VEA.'SAd' would include any state

4

The purist,will object that this approach leads to double counting
since some rental income and-return on capital 'are both partially reflected
in personal income. This is certainly true in the case of rental income
and is true of income on capital to the extent that earnings are distributed
in the form of dividends. A More ,precise calculation might exclude rectal

property from the determiriation if such value could be readily determined.
However, in our view, this is insisting on unnecessary precision/
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aid in excess of the 50:60 match and federal unds from sources

, otkier thari VEA used toprovide yocation education. Hence 'for each

eligible recipient, total fi'seal acity,. TFCd, is now:

.

4, 0 TFCd =

.For eligible recipientS with no'local contribution,,ELS
d '

is zero, and
-

Alb

_,TFC
d
'is'based on SA only -= the "first case" detcribed abOve. 'We are

. . d

'now able' to perform the final step in calculating relative financial

. .

ability, RFAd:
A.

RFAd =
d ME

d
-

d

(12)

(13

RFAd; a measure of Oxpenditures per unit of weiihted'enrollment and

adjusted for differericeS in local fiscal capacity and state aid, can

now be used to determine the distribution of federal VEA.funds and

state matching mohiethe final s p in-the distribtition -process:

C. Distributing Federal 4nd State VEA Funds. After RFAd has been

determined for every eligibl recpSept, recipients are ranked from
, , p4

lowest RFA to highest. 'VEA.funds and state matching funds are then
. -

,..

usedto "level up," bringing expenditu'res per studept of the LEA.with

'". the loWest RFA up to expenditures, per student of .the second lowest,
- .-

'these two up.to the_ leveJ, of the third, and so fortli until.fonds arse
.. - .., ., ,.

'exhautted. Generally; the procedure would do:forth as follows:
, .4 ....,

.'

1

Step 1: (RFA2 - 407A1 )ME1 = VEA1 (14)

. .
.

.
This calculates the minimum amount of money

.

available to the LEA with
,.

,.

the lowest RFA. Ifsthis ffgure is greater than total federal and statet.\._
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dollars available, it would be prorated. If funds remain, we would

proceed to the next step.

Step 2: (RFA3 - RFA2)(Wil t WE2) = VEA2

This calculates the amount, necessary to bring the first two up to the

(14a)

ievel of the third with VEA2 divided among recipients 1 and 2 in proportion?

4 WE
1to enrollments [i.e., recipient l's share is 4.1,1c (VEA2)]. ff.

71-2

funds remaining are insufficient t6' cover VEA2, VEA2 must be prorated

and divided between recipients 1 and 2,in proportion to weighted enroll-

ments. 'If funds remain, we would proceed to level the first three up

to the level:Of'the fourth.

Ste- 3: CRFA RPA
"
"YE C MC

4
-

3"' 1
'

M
"2

.1_

".31
1 VCA VlAk1karui

The same rules used in Step 2 apply here. If funds are inadequate to

cover the full amount of VEA3, the amount is: prorated and distributed

among the three LEAs in proportion to weightad enrollment. If funds.

remain, the leveling' up procedure continues.

This leveling-Up, procedure applieS' only to funds distributed under ,

, ,
. ..

. --,-.

Part I. Part II funds would-be allocated on a per capita basis directly
-, , ,

,

to eligible_cities-froM the DePartient'of Education. Part II funds to
.

rural areas would also be awarded- dtrectly,by the Department of Education

on a competitive basis., Finally, Part III funds,- along With the state
0

match;'would be distributed by states to'eligible recipients on_the basis

of -equal amounts per unit of weighted enrol4ment,(WE,as calculated for

purposes of distributing fundi under Part I), These pipcedures would be

clearly specified, in the legislation, along With the rangeofweights

,states Wotildbe permitted, to adopt.

440
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D. Reporting Requirements. Under this proposa4'annual reporting

requirements would be substantially reduced. Each state, would submit

an Annual Plan and Accountability Report using a format common to all

state's. The Annual Plan would be concerned primarily with describing

for the upcoming fiscal year the procedures for distributing federaf

and state maAing funds, as well as the goals for achieving balanced

enrollments. The Accountability Report would describe, for the previous

fiscal year, actual expenditures and enrollments and evaluate recipients'

progress toward achieving enrollment" balance.

1. Annual Plan. The Annual Plan would have two major sections.

The first would describe the.proeedures used by the state to distribute

01.
funds to eligible recipients. It would-report five categories of

information:'

I) The distribution formula adopted by the state --e ,

. the required minimum formula or any of the three options.

2) The weights'assigned to the coefficients for variables
4 in the adopted formuia.

3) The scoret of eligi ble recipients" on each of the
variables and total weightedprollment.

4) Property value, personal income, and state aid for,each
eligible recipient, as well asp the computational tax
rate used, by the state. , .

Ii , ,
--/ - .

,

5) Allocations to eligible recipients under Parts r and III.
,

..,

The second section of the plan would describe'goals for achieving

balanced enrollments and would report the following information for ,

each recipient of VEA funds:

1) The number of programs completely An balance and the
.., number of students enrolled-in these programs..

44.E
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2) Each program that.is oUt'of balance, the magnitude of
the imbalance, and the annual goal,for making sufficient
progress toward balance.

,

-2. Accountability Report: The Accountaleility Report would contain

four 'sections. The first would deseribe actual expenditures by eligible

recipients for Vocational education as follows:

1) Federal and state expenditureS- under Pa=rts

2) -Additional state expenditures on vocational education.

3),Local expenditures few -vocational' education.
0

. The second section would report for eadveligible recipient:

,1) Enrollments by race, sex, handicap, disadvantaged, and
limited English proficiency for each four-digit OE program
code.

0.

2) Enrollments'by race, sex,.handicpladisadvantaged, and
limited English proficiencyfor each apprenticeship,i-
cooperative, or, dther prdgram.with'related work experience.

The third section would report for each,eligible recipient those

prpgrams that were in balance at the outset of the year and those that
A

achieved balance by the end of the ,dear.. The fourthpsection would'

describe for 'each ei ilittere-c115Ter4' programs That were not ii-Cbalaince

at the close of the year. It would describe:,

/) Programs in which sufficient progresshad been achieved. .

. 4
',217W6T5Tamq that had not achieved annual .progrest goals.

.

a) An assessment of why goals had not been achieved.

b)A-statement of act4on taken.

".
IV. Some Concluding Comments on Coordination.,.

The responsibility for expanding high quality programs and improving

thaccgss-of groups heretofore underrepresented in these programs

cannot be Some by vocational education alone.. The legislation we balie:

z. 4 4.2.
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, ... ,

.
.

.!.

-,. 1. . ,. .

priopoSed establishes some strong incentives for vocational edUcators

to address these twin aims more 4ffectively, but better coordination

.

with federal-programs must be achieved if greater prograi improvement
- .

. .
. .

and accessibility are to be realized. Specifica4ly,,fedetal policy ,
must recognize that some studehts minorities,owomen,'the handicapped,

and the disadvantaged -- face higher costs and greater risks in opting

for many of the'better training prOgrams. As was explained. in Section T,'

11 even when room can be made for:these students in vocational education

,

a

programs, the. and money required to obtain the required-entry level .

.

skills, is well as doubts about employment prospects,_ create substantial'

.

: 15bstacles"that may disCourade:'s-eu'clents from ()Piing for more techntcal ,

and ,iore demanding, training; How can federal policy reduce these,

disincentives?

First, as part of their effort toward achieving balanced enrollments,

in vocation educat.on, recipients of federal funds could be required

to guarantee to a numDer- of underrepresented students cnrollment in the

program.of their-choice; conditional only on satisfactory completion of
.

the prerequisites. The number of ,guaranteed openings would equal the

recipients' annual enrollment goals for achieving balanced enrollffiehts.

N

,4r Second, for studentsin secondary programs% a pOrtion of funds distri-

buted under ESEA would be reserved to provide these students with the

remedial instruction'and basic skills necessary for admission to the

vocational education program. For students in postsecondarylograms,

a portion of funds adthor:ized under the Higher Education Act would

be reserved to proOde stipends for students pursuing necessarytact-

.

4e13.

Y
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ground courses required for entry into'certain occupational training

4*

programs. To, qualify for such funds, a'studen t would be required.to
.

mot&
,

develop with college counselors an Inividiialized Career Program (ICP)

speciiirthe student's dareer.objectiVes, the training desired,'the

necessary prerequisites from the general postsecondary curriculum, and

a schedule for completing the program. The ICP would represent a

. .

\
,

contract between the studept and the _institution, with the student

receiving from the institution a guarantee of financial support and

placement in the desired occupational training program in return for

satisfactory performance by the student within the agreed upon schedule.

...

To better address the problem of limited job opportunities upon
. , t ..

. . -

completing'the program, we propose that a job developMent grant be'
.

included as pang of the ICP. This grant, which might represent a wage

suftidy of up to 50'pcnt 6f the student's first year wages, wodld

folloi4 the student andcou3d be used in-any job of.the student's choosing

once the basic skills education and occupational training had been

completed. Further, if the student left the job during the. first year,

the unused portion would be tr nsferrable. The ability to transfer

the grant could apply both 1 changes in position within
.

a single firm

and to changes from one firm to another. Thus, if,the grant guaranteed

percer je of wages reimbu sed rather than a:flat amount, it would ,

contain a built -in incentive for employers to _promote qualified students

quickly; however, some safeguards might be needed to prohibit unwarranted'

demotions when the grant expired.

A.possible source of. funding for job development grants is the

0

402

existing CETA program, perhaps using the 22 percent setaside for vocational

ti
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education as well is other_CKTA funds_now useTto,create jobs.' Pres4tly,
r

CETA tends to create jobs tndiscriminately with little attention to the

. capabilities of those eligible, to, present labor market con itions, or

the long-term empleAent objectives of CETA workers. An advantage of a

job development grant ullAer the control of the student is that the type of

job, size of firm, and location can be morel closely tailored to the'student's

individual desires.

These are but two, examples for better coordination amot d fereni,,

federal programs,, and there are undoubtedly'bthe opportunities

developing. more integrated programs for training and job development.

Community development grants, Small Business Administration programs,

prbgrams administered under the Ectnomic Development Administration,

and HUD's housing.rehabilitation prograts all-have as one-of their.

objectives job creation and training; howeVer, none of these program

is closely tted to local education systems, CETA, orr other manpower.

programs. A strong commitment to an'integrated apprdach to developing
o

basic skills, occupational training, and creating more good jobs would

include a thorough review of, these other federal programs with much.

more attention to the contradictions amongthem, as well as opportunities

for linking them more effectively. ,Much research needs to be done in

tftis,area of policy analysis 'and development.
.

In closing, we recognize that adoptinglegislation of the type

proposetibre would require more careful attention to details, as welt

as some estimates of how the distribution of funds woulddiffer'from

that produced by present law. However, we hope that this proposal

serves to focus the debate, about reauthorization on what Federal

objectives ought to be regartging-vocaticinal education and whether
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states andocalities can reasonably be held'accomptable;for addressing

them. We hope further that serious consideration of this proposal

would help' to avoid the divisive and largely unproductive infighting

among. tfie various, special interest groups seeking their share of,the

federal dollar arid control aver how it is spent. Whit states and localities

ought tobe trying to accomplishin vocational education'strikes us as

an eminently 'appr4riate and important concern.for yeral policy., Now

they do it is their own affair and, in any event, not something tilt,

Federal government can expect to coritrol with much cOmpeteqce o useful

'result,
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